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noti ce,

UNI TED STATES COF AMERI CA
NUCLEAR REGULATCRY COWM SSI ON

* % %

MEETI NG

U S. NRC
11555 Rockville Pi ke

Rockville, ND

Tuesday, Novenber 2, 1999

The above-entitled neeti ng comenced, pursuant to

at 9:05 a.m
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PROCEEDI NGS

[9:05 a.m]

MR BLOOM Good nmorning. |'m Steven Bl oom
Thank you for coming. W'Il go around the room and do
i ntroductions.

MR, DEMBECK: Good norning. |'m Steve Denbeck.
I"'mthe section chief in charge of vendors and owner group
i ssues.

MR SHERON: |'m Brian Sheron, Associate Director
for Project Licensing and Techni cal Assessnent.

MR SAM COLLINS: Sam Collins, Director, NRR

MR RICHARDS: Stuart Richards, on PDIV.

MR WALSH  Larry Walsh. | work for North
Atlantic Energy Service Conpany and |'mthe Vice Chairman of
VOG.

MR, BAILEY: Jack Bailey, TVA. |'mthe Chairnan
of the Executive Advisory Conmittee and Executive Managenent
G oup for WOG

MR LIBERATORI: |'m Lou Liberatori, Consolidated
Edi son and Chairman of the Westinghouse Owers G oup.

MR TIMCOLLINS: I'mTimCollins, the Deputy
Director of Division of Systens and Safety Anal ysis.

MR, ELLIOIT: |I'mRob Elliott in the Plant Systens
Br anch.

MR WOHL: Mllard Whl, TRA Branch, NRR

MR RUBIN. Mark Rubin, section chief in the PRA
branch.

MR, BINGER: Sam Bi nger, Westinghouse, the WG

Project Ofice.
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MR, LOUNSBURY: David Lounsbury, PSEG Nucl ear, WOG
Qperations Subcommittee.

M5. COLLINS: Leslie Collins, ABB

MR, CUSHI NG Jack Cushing, project nanager

MR, SATYAN- SHARMA:  T. Satyan- Sharna from AEP
Chai rman of the Subconmittee.

M5. CONE: Christine Cone, McGawHill.

MR JACOBS: Karl Jacobs, New York Power
Aut hority, Chairnan of Equi pment Engi neeri ng.

MR, DRAKE: Andy Drake, Westinghouse. |'mthe
West i nghouse proj ect nanager.

MR, NEWION: Roger Newton from W sconsin Electric
Power. |'mthe WOG Chairnan.

MR, BLOOM (Ckay. Thank you, very much for
coming. In further introduction, Sam do you have a couple
of words you would like to say?

MR SAM COLLINS: Yeah. Thanks, Steven. | think
we should all identify ourselves before we speak, perhaps,
for the purpose of the record. W are transcribing the
neeti ng, because of late noticing and we apol ogi ze for that.
Essentially, we nmade a mstake. W intend to keep all of
our stakehol ders inforned of these types of neetings. In
this case, we didn't achieve that, so we are providing a
transcript for the record. That shouldn't inhibit free flow
of information. | think we've been frank in the past and
our discussions have benefited fromthat, so |I ook forward
to continuing that.

We have a copy of the draft agenda. W appreciate

you providing that to us. | believe we have individuals
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avail able to respond to those topics. |If not, certainly, we
will take away any 1QUs. W'IIl review those at the end of
the neeting and nake sure that we provide those not only to
t he individuals present today, but, also, for the record.

These neetings, | think, are very beneficial for
us. They are a kind of unique forumand they're certainly
not uni que to Westinghouse. W, also, neet with GE and CE
and B&W But, they do have the opportunity, | believe, to
focus the staff not only on where the industry is comng
fromas an entity with sonme commonal ity of vendor types,
but, also, provide feedback to us on how the staff is doing
in performing in those areas.

An inportant aspect of this is the | ook-forward
aspect of what's coming in the future that we need to be
able to anticipate, as far as staff resources, our concern
and schedules. | think we have sone | essons |learned in
those areas. As a |earning organization, NRR will take
t hose from our stakehol ders and provide for |essons |earned
and rmove forward

As an organi zation, we are focusing in three
arenas right now organi zationally. W' re focusing on our
pl anni ng and budgeti ng process, which we hold ourselves
accountable not only for the products, but for the effort
for those products, and |I think this couple of topic itens
speaks to that today in neasuring those deliverables. And
we' ve tal ked about those in terns of topical reports in the
past or |icensing anmendnents or other product |ines.

W're getting a little nore sophisticated in

there. Qur operating plan is out in draft form After the
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first quarter of this year, we'll be popul ati ng that
operating plan with the nmeasurables for the first year --
first quarter of this year, rather, and that will becone the
pilot for the agency. W'IIl transfer that operating plan
know edge to the ot her aspects of the agency and throughout
the renmai nder of this year, with the goal of the first part
of fiscal year 2001, for each aspect of the NRC to have an
operating plan using the NRR operating plan as a tenplate.

That's inportant, because, in order for us to
performour job in NRR we have ot her stakehol ders, and our
operating plan and our performance plan cuts across
organi zational lines. Deconmissioning will be an exanpl e of
that. The program|ead for deconmi ssioning is with John
Geeves in NMSS. Stu has the lead NRR, as far as the Part
50 licenses are concerned. But, we're operating nore in
arenas now, so in that deconmi ssioning arena, it's incunbent
on Stu and Stu's staff to coordinate with the -- ultimtely
wi th the arena manager, who is John Geeves, to be sure that
t he agency is cohesive and understandable in that area.

How does that affect yourselves? Well, when we
start tal king about what it takes to get work done, we
essentially plan our product lines and then we neasure
those, and we want all of our stakeholders to be involved in
that. And the earlier we can plan and the nore we agree on
what the neasurabl es are and what the agreenent of success
is, then the better off we are, as an organi zation

The second area we're operating in right nowis
internal and that is organi zational and individua

ef fectiveness. And we operate essentially with a
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four-by-four matrix that shows various |evels of performance
and various areas that we neasure. One of the key focuses
we have right now, which you nay find interesting, if not
anusing, is that we -- our work planning center. Quite a
few of our resources right now are focused on the startup of
a work planning center, where we have gone back and mapped
out our processes, identified those product |ines, napped
out the variables, what we need for procedures, and we're
goi ng through those processes.

That will include topical report reviews,
anendnment reviews, coordinating with research, who is
anot her one of our stakehol ders, as necessary for us to get
our work done on confirmatory research. It's going to
i nclude a corrective action program for exanple, which
know t he industry is very interested in the NRC s view
towards an internal corrective action program And we're
| ooki ng right now on whether it should include an enpl oyee
concerns program So, that's a little bit of a vision, but
the flavor is that we're | ooking for our organization to
beconme nuch nore accountabl e and nmuch nore disciplined in
how and when we do our work and to be responsive to those
external influences.

The third area that | nentioned just briefly is a
| eadershi p nodel and people like Brian is an associate
director. John Johnson, who is conming in to replace Bil
Kane, will be key in defining this |eadership nodel that we
have and nmoving it forward. And we have Arthur Andersen
hel ping us in that arena.

Organi zationally, we're continuing to refine the
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organi zation. As | nentioned, Bill Kane has gone over to
take over the nuclear nmaterials area. John Johnson, who is
the Deputy Regional Adnministrator fromRegion I, will be
coming into take over Bill's slot, as the Associate
Director for Inspection and Prograns. That's a key area for
us, as far as liaison with the regions is concerned.

John has worked in Region | and Region Il. He's
an Annapolis graduate. He has a graduate degree in nucl ear
engi neering fromWA. He has his Navy nucl ear experience,
but he's, also, been a senior resident inspector. He was at
Pilgrim for exanple, senior resident. He's worked in the
DRS organi zation in the regions, in the engineering and the
DRP and was Deputy Region Administrator. So, he brings
those attributes in to the product lines that deal with the
oversi ght process, definition of the security program
operating |licensing, 50.59 maintenance rule -- all of those
activities of that response in that review, all those areas
that are underneath the Associate Director for Inspection
and Prograns.

W're, also, continuing to | ook at |icense
renewal . | know that's a topic area, as far as today. You
know we have five units in there. For exanple, we have 80
some odd percent of the industry who has expressed sone type
of interest in license renewal. W view, as we nap this out
in the future, that we nay have upwards of 12 units at any
time in the pipeline going through Iicense renewal. So, we
have a challenge, which is really an industrial engineering
chal l enge for us, to break up this process into different

product lines and be able to coordinate those, so we can




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

—a=z

keep the process noving in the future.

Qur budget right now calls for four units to cone
in this year, four units to conme in next year. W should
conplete Calvert diff's and Cconee this year. That's our
goal. So, | think as far as |l ooking for attentions in our
organi zation for where our resources are going in the
future, there's two main influences. One is we're not
seei ng the amount of plants, perhaps, that we had budgeted
or anticipated in deconm ssioning. Wuat's the reason for
that? Well, deregulation and these plants being | ooked at
favorably for being purchased. Oyster Creek is a good
exanpl e of that and Oyster Creek was on our radar screen
potentially as a plant for deconmi ssioning. Now, it's on
our radar screen as a plant potentially for |icense renewal .

The resources are very different. The resources
i n decomni ssioning are two to three resources, perhaps, for
the first year, which is sinilar to an operating unit; but,
then, it tails off. Resources for license renewal are about
22 FTE and a good nunber of hundreds of thousands of
dollars. It's a way of getting themrefined in those areas.
But, clearly, we have product shifts and those product
shifts will drive our resources and we'll have to sustain
conmuni cation with you folks to be sure that that's clear in
where we are with expectations.

Now, we have the new Chairman. Dr. Meserve --
Caneron Meserve was officially on board | ast week. He's
al ready very involved in the staff product lines. W're
briefing himon decomr ssioning. W're briefing himon the

mai ntenance rule. | noticed over the weekend, he's signing
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operator l|icenses already. So, he's engaged. And we're in
the transition nowwith his staff. He has a tenporary staff
for 90 to 120 days during the transition; then there will be
a nunber of individuals who are selected for pernanent staff
menbers. That's always a little bit of an unknown for us,
because, clearly, the Chairman deserves and seeks key
menbers of the staff to help his staff. So, we'll roll with
that for the next 90 to 120 days and then solidify that
staff and then refine the organization

That's a little bit of a capsule. W have a
nunber of deliverables, | think, that we're going to talk
about today for yourselves; but, |I'msure those that are on
your radar screen, as far as 50.59 and nai ntenance rul e and
t hose types of products that are being applied.

A big mlestone for us will be the oversight
process at the end of this year, rolling that out for the
remai nder of the plants. W have neetings conming up with
I NPO this week and NEI next week, annual neetings. And the
Conmi ssion, typically, reserves this part of the year and
the first part of next year to focus on areas that the
Conmi ssion believes is inmportant on the staff's schedul e.

So, | would ask you to follow the tasking nmeno --
Chairman's tasking meno. W put out that periodically. W
have the report we send down to Congress. That's addressed
to Senator Donenici and other stakeholders. Those focus on
key areas. And then, we, also, have the reactor water -- or
reactor -- regulatory information conference. The reactor
wat er safety conference was | ast week. The regul atory

i nformati on conference is comng up and we'll be | ooking for
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10
input into the agenda. W should be having that up on the
Web very soon, soliciting agenda topics. W'Il be |ooking
for industry and certainly the Owmers G oup participation to
hel p define those products. And we hope to have, as we're
gravitating towards each year, a nuch nore interactive
sessi on, where we have |l ess presentations, if you will, and
nore di scussions on topics. And in order to do that
ef fectively, we need to have key stakehol ders involved in
that, not only the industry, but -- industry groups, but
certainly generators, as well as other stakeholders. So,
we'll be soliciting that.

So, with that, you know, we can go into the
nmeeting. Jack, | think, you're going to lead us in that.
But, are there any specific topics, Larry, that you or Lou
want to bring up before we start?

MR WALSH.  No.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Lou is going to have anple
opportunity to talk here. Steve, did you -- Steve?

MR, BLOOM Back up to themand let themstart the
nmeeting. Al right.

MR, BAILEY: Jack Bail ey speaking now First of
all, I echo your coments on the inportance of this neeting
fromour perspective. W've been doing this now for seven
years. But, the WOG itself, has changed fairly
significantly over that amount of tinme, in sone respects,
particularly the last two years. And for exanple, about two
years ago, we told you we tried to go through a strategic
pl anni ng process with the WOG in a previous neeting and

align sonme of what it's doing with what the industry changes
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are requiring it to do, and one of the big things we had
done about a year ago is establish an executive nanagenent
group that works nore closely with the steering comittee of
the WOG

In past years, the steering committee, and even
currently today, pretty much drives the day-to-day
operations of the WOG, but they |ook for valuable input, in
terns of what they need to be | ooking forward to in the
future, for both its nenbers and to interact with the
regul ator. The executive nanagenent hel ps them do that;
but, I think this neeting and this forumis another val uabl e
i nput fromour perspective. W do it twice a year and even
t hough we have a | ot of ideas on how we nmight drive forward
some of the issues we're dealing with, often the input we
get in this neeting hel ps set that direction for us. So,
put it on the table, as we start the neeting, because we
need t hose kind of comrents and that kind of insight
sonetines fromyour perspective, too, just as you need it
fromours, fromwhat we're doing.

The executive nanagenent group is a snall subset
of the overall executive advisory comrittee and we take that
i nput and talk about it, in terns of giving direction to the
steering conmittee, too, to help them determ ne what they
need to do. We try to pick itens of inportance that are on
the agenda; but, if there are other things on your |ist,
too, that you think need to be tal ked about, then feel free
to bring those up at any tine during the neeting.

Lou is going to take the |l ead on doing the

presentation and if we need other people to contribute,

11
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al so, at sonme point, we'll just challenge themto cone on in
and add to it. So, let's get to it.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay.

MR, LI BERATORI: Good norning, Lou Liberatori

MR, SAM COLLINS: Put that on your tie

[ Laught er.]

MR, LI BERATORI: Good nmorning. |"mLou
Li beratori, Chairman of the Wstinghouse Omers Goup. |'d
like to open by quickly going through our proposed agenda
for this norning and briefly go over the organi zati ona
structure of the WOG which hasn't changed very nuch since
the last tine we net. But, basically, Jack has already nade
an introduction.

This is the agenda. W've selected the foll ow ng
itenms for presentation this norning: where we are with
respect for our programto redefine a large break LOCA; to
talk a little bit about containment sunp issues; where we
are in the baffle barrel bolting program the GSI-23
closure; where we're headed with respect to |icense renewal ;
I'd like to talk a little bit about a NUPIC audit we had at
West i nghouse, which was sort of our followup to sone of the
i ssues that canme out of your audit with the Sienens anal ysis
last tine; and talk a little bit about sone of the requests
that you' ve asked us to do, with respect to review ng draft
reports that becone available to you. W'IIl go through our
normal listing of where we think we are in the WOG topicals
that have been submitted, as well as what we anticipate over
t he next year, year-and-a-half. And |I'mgoing to have sone

open di scussion and cl osure of the neeting.
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So, as far as availability, is there any order?
Does anyone have to | eave? W can be flexible of how we
present these. Qherwi se, | propose we just go down the
list.

MR, SAM COLLINS: | think we are prepared of the
order suggested, right?

MR BLOOM Yes, sir.

MR, LIBERATORI: This is what WOG steering
conmittee structure. |It's basically been this way for a
nunber of years now. W have a chairman, a vice chairman,
an RRG chairnan, who are all here in attendance today. The
basi ¢ structure has five subcomittees, along with a couple
of special working groups that deal with the baffle barre
bolting and license renewal, both of which, at the current
time, report directly to the steering conmittee, rather than
the subconmittee. And I'Il be talking a little bit about
that later on, when we get to the presentation on those
matters.

We do have our annual elections in February. So
the next tine we cone in here, there will be a significant
nunber of changes on this chart.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Are you runni ng?

MR, LIBERATORI: [|'Il be stepping down. And so
there will be elections for a ot of these positions, and
four of the five subconmittee chairmen will, also, be
changing this time around. So --

MR, SAM COLLINS: How does that work? WII you --
| mean, | don't want to express as termlinits, but, | nean,

is there a notivation to keep people noving through or is it




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

—a=z

14

MR LIBERATORI: W have annual el ections, but the
expectation is that everyone serves a two-year term And
t here have been three-year terns, prinmarily due to either a
vi ce chairman not being able to take over or a slot being
open and so forth. So, we tend to fill in as we need to.
But, typically, it's a two-year term

MR, BAILEY: Jack Bailey. The real notivation is
these folks put in 50 to 60 percent of the tine, probably,
just in WOG activities. So, any utility that sacrifices a
val uabl e resource like that, they kind of want them back, at
sonme point. So, it's a matter of sharing the | oad between
the utilities.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay.

MR LIBERATORI: The next slide | have contains
basically the open itens fromour April neeting. | just
wanted to touch briefly on them and how we cl ose them or at
| east addressing them

The first one was a top nozzle, which was a fast
breaking issue, at the time we net in April, and the
West i nghouse fuels people did conme in here in May and have a
neeting on that issue. And as far as the WOG i s concer ned,
we have -- as a WOG we have no active programwi th respect
to the nozzle screw i ssue. Westinghouse is handling that as
a fuel issue directly with the fuel people at the utilities.
We do have our fuel working group chairman follow ng the
i ssue, working with Wstinghouse, so that we do have an
avenue for information. But, at this point, it appears to

be handl ed within the fuel division of Wstinghouse. W see
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15
no need for the WOG to interject itself. And people are
preparing, as they get into the fall outages, in the event
t hat sonet hing occurs, so they are continuously planning
this in place at the utilities.

The status of redefinition of the |arge break
LOCA, | have separate slides on that. 1'll be covering
that. Wwen we net back in April, we were still looking for
sonme lead plants to step up as reference plants. Comanche
Peak and D.C. Cook were the Wstinghouse plants that have
since stepped up. This gives us both an ice condenser, as
well as a large dry, so we feel that they were good choices
and they should help the overall program

MR SAM COLLINS: That is comrendabl e of D.C Cook
-- they have a lot on their plate right now-- to do that.

SPEAKER:  Thanks a | ot.

MR LIBERATORI: PASS elimnation, | don't have
any slides to cover this today, but it was becomi ng active
when we net in April. There's been a lot of activity over
the last six nmonths on that. So, we have been working with
staff and we've nmade presentations at ACRS. So that program
is nmoving along and, at this point, we're ultinmately
satisfied. W' ve gotten one SER on the core danmage
assessnent and hopefully won't be nmuch | onger before the

second one is out.

MR, SAM COLLINS: You're followi ng the ACRS --
MR LI BERATORI: Yes.

MR SAM COLLINS: -- committee comments on that?
MR LI BERATORI: Yes.

MR, SHERON. Now, your proposal was not to
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elimnate PASS conpletely, if | renmenber.

MR, LIBERATORI: To nmintain sone capability for
sanpl i ng

MR SHERON: Wiich is different fromthe --

MR LIBERATORI: Which is different from
conbustion and we're working to resolve this.

MR, SHERON. Ckay, and you know we went out with a
Federal Register notice, |ooking for conment -- or, at
least, | think it's somewhere in the printouts -- it's in
the process of going out to basically solicit stakehol der
conment on the elimnation of PASS, primarily fromthe
st at es.

MR, LIBERATORI: In the energency planning
per specti ve.

MR, SHERON: Right.

MR LIBERATORI: So, we're active and we're
foll owi ng that.

W' ve di scussed the effort we had ongoing to do
PSA certification anong our nenbers and you had suggested
that we get in touch with ASME. W did that; not only did
we do that, we actually have a WOG representative on the
project teamnow. He's involved in sone of the standard
witing. So, we're intimately involved in that effort now

MR, SAM COLLINS: How rmuch of a separate effort
are you driving right now, Lou, as opposed to the ASME
conmttee? | nean, are you working in parallel with them
now or --

MR, LIBERATORI: Yes, we're working parall el

We've had an effort to, over the period of about three years
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or so, to do all of our nmenbers PSAs. W' ve conpleted --
correct me if I"'mwong, | think we've done three so far.
And we're continuing the process, naybe at a little bit of a
sl ower pace, but we feel it is helping in parallel, because
we're -- as we're doing that, we're learning and are able to
bring that to the --

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay.

MR, LIBERATORI: -- project team as well. So,
we're factoring in sone | essons |earned, as we go. So, at
this point, we think we're okay. W're just not going as
fast as we had planned on our original project.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Right; okay. Thank you.

MR, LIBERATORI: As far as the AOV gui dance
docunent, the joint Omers G oup had been working on that
collectively. One docunent was prepared and finalized. And
the JOG and our executive conmittees decided to forward that
to NEI for disposition, with respect to the industry. NEl
| ooked at it and their selection was to forward it to | NPQ
who subsequently issued it in the infornmation exchange and
then, also, forwarded a copy to staff. W know that very
recently sonme conmments were provided back to NEI by the
staff on that docunment and at this point, those coments
will be sent back to the joint core team when they do neet.
| believe they're not scheduled to neet until after the
first of the year. But, at this point, they will be fed
back into that group for consideration.

MR, SAM COLLINS: | think we got w apped around
the axle a little bit on that with the coments. But, |

think it's strai ghtened out now.
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MR, BAILEY: That was the part about | NPO being --

MR, SAM COLLINS: Exactly. Yeah, we need to be
careful that INPO and NEI are able to naintain their roles
and they're clearly very distinct roles, as opposed to NRC
with their regulatory stand. | nean, we're trying to --
Brian is working on this and it's not an easy issue, about
how to coordinate those three arenas, between NEI, |INPQ and
NRC, to try not to be redundant or, in sone cases, even
diverse in a way we approach sone of these probl ens.

MR WALSH If you get a solution, let us know.

MR, SAM COLLINS: W're going to talk about it on
Thur sday.

MR, LIBERATORI: But, it's a problemon our end,
too. The Owners Goups are noving into an area, where we
seemto be working nore and nore on joint topics and, you
know, this is a classic exanple of that. So, we neant this
as an acceptabl e way of addressing an AOV program if the
utility felt it was in trouble and needed sone help. And
that's why it cane out as an information exchange itemfrom
I NPO

MR, SAM COLLINS: This is an area that we m ght
want to just remain sensitive to, because in our trying to
resol ve the issue, Larry, about how to handl e these
generat or conmuni cati ons or how to broker and take credit
for industry initiatives, the Owmers G oups may have a role
in that. You know, as we continue down this path, we may
very well need to call other people to the table and try to
understand better how to do that effectively and

efficiently.
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MR, LI BERATORI: And we woul d be open, as well
As | said, the efforts are -- our cooperation with each
ot her of involvenent, as well.

MR, SAM COLLINS: 1'mgoing to nore actively neet
wi th I NPO on Thur sdays.

MR LIBERATORI: The next itemhas to do with the
break opening tinme WCAP. The staff did issue an SCR, but
limted its application to strictly the baffle bolting issue
and our original request had been for a general approval of
that. And we resubnitted a request clarifying that. Wen
we net last tinme, we weren't quite sure, you know, where
that ended up. W have cleared that up in the neantine.

Andy, | believe, through Steve, has made sone contacts. And
you do have the re-requested letter and we can tal k about it
later. 1It's on the table of WCAP and is still outstanding.

MR, SAM COLLINS: W're going to cone back to that
t oday, Lou?

MR LI BERATORI:  Yeah.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay.

MR, LIBERATORI: It's just that we didn't have an
answer when we net |ast tine.

MR, BAILEY: Since we're not going to cover AOV as
part of the agenda, | think we need to go back and just put
sonmething on the table, as part of this discussion. The
direction the industry is going right nowis one where we
wi || have a program gui dance that's out there, right now
i ssued through I NPO as a gui dance docunent. But, there is
not a nove right now underfoot to have an industry

conmitment to a programsinilar to |like the steam generator
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program for exanple, where NEI signed off on it.

So, in that respect, it will be a gui dance
available to the industry to put a programin effect, but
there will be no requirenent, at this point, for themto
have to follow that, unless they have a problemw th AOVs
and they deal with it. So, | don't knowif that creates a
problem for you, but | just wanted to nake sure that was
clear, that that's where they think they're going -- or
where the industry thinks it's going right now

MR, SHERON. | don't know -- he just went to seek
to get engineering here.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay.

MR, SHERON:. We nmay want to cone back to that.
I"'mtrying to get our engineering fol ks here.

MR, LIBERATORI: At the last neeting, we talked a
| ot about reactor coolant punp seals and that the closure
for GSI-23 was going to becone very active, which it did.

And we participated in a nunber of neetings since |ast
April. W, also, nade a presentation at ACRS just on
Cctober 1st. | do have a slide on that later; but, clearly,
we' ve engaged with respect to the closure of that issue.

And the last item here was whether or not we, as a
WDG were going to conment on the proposed changes to
50.55a, specifically with respect to elimnation of the
10-year update. And as a WOG, we deternined not to conment,
strictly based on the diverse opinions within the Omers
Goup; it was difficult to come to one consensus. However,
we di d encourage our nenbers, fromtheir own perspectives,

to provide coments either directly or through NEI
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MR, SHERON. Do you have diverse perspectives on
that issue?

MR LI BERATORI: Yeah.

MR, SHERON. | nean, | renenber when the industry
conments canme in and | think they were all |ike rubber-stanp
letters. I'mjust -- | was curious why you have diverse

conments. But, that's okay; you don't have to get into it.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Lou, are you followi ng ACRS
conment s under closure or GSI-23? Are you famliar with --

MR LIBERATORI: Yes, we have -- in fact, Dave was
t he one who nmade a presentation at ACRS and he's been cl ose

MR, SAM COLLINS: GCkay. So, you have seen the
guestions potential of how many plants have the upgraded
seals. |Is there -- is it appropriate for the staff to do a
study, you know, to determine potential or should we | ook at
ot her seals and those types of things?

MR, LOUNSBURY: Dave Lounsbury. M personal
opinion on that is it's a misconception with the high
tenperature old rings. They're definitely inproved; they're
definitely better; however, the old rings are stil
functioning. And all the plants that have been out there
are noving to SPOcriteria, that they're currently |icensed
to, have had to prove that the old style old rings were
still adequate through safety especially applied to the
coking. But, there was the slight msconception that with
the ACRS, in ny opinion, that they have this new and | at est
and greatest, you know, design, why isn't everybody junping

on it. But, when you |look at the cost of putting that in
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and the ALARA consideration and all these other things, if
what you have is adequate, why incur the extra cost.

MR, LI BERATORI: A nunber of people had themin
stock that they were using and ot her people, as they were
doi ng normal RCP nai ntenance, are phasing over to the new
hi gh tenperature old rings. There are sone utilities that
have hi gh tenperature old rings on sunp punps and not on
others, so they're handling themin the nornal scheduling of
nmai nt enance, as opposed to a speeded up back fitter sorts.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay; thank you

MR, LI BERATORI: Redefinition of |arge break LOCA
design basis: back in Septenber, 1998, Conmi ssioner D az
requested all of the Omers Goup to identify their highest
priority regulatory issue, and the one we selected at that
time was to open a consideration for elininating the current
| arge break LOCA requirenments. Collectively as an Oaners
Group, we had seen a lot of effort, both in tine and noney,
going toward issues that directly related to or were
primarily driven by |arge break LOCA consi derations and
given the risk inforned world we were noving into, it seened
like the tinme was ripe to reconsider that. So, that's what
we had proposed.

We went back to our nmenbers. |In February '99, we
initiated a programbasically to evaluate such. And it
really had four conponents: one was to reviewthe
regul ations, identify regulatory inpact; the second was to
determ ne what the |icensing approach would be for that,
because, obviously it would involve sone proposed rule

changes; define a technical approach; and then, also, at the
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appropriate tine, obtain industry involvenment on this,
because it couldn't just be a Wstinghouse Owmers G oup
effort. So, this was basically phase one of our program
which is really still ongoing.

This slide shows the |icensing eval uati on we did.
Basically, there are three specific areas in the Regs:

50. 46, as well as Appendix A and a nunmber of the GDCs and
Appendi x A, that all specifically define the | arge break
LOCA, as up to and including the doubl e-ended rupture. So,
these were the areas that we knew required attention on our
part.

MR, SHERON. What exactly were you proposing on
this?

MR, LI BERATORI: W haven't yet.

MR, SHERON. Ch, okay; |'msorry.

MR, SAM COLLINS: The approach, though, is change
t he rul enaki ng.

MR LI BERATORI: Yes.

MR, SAM COLLINS: The approach is rul emaki ng

MR, LI BERATORI: The approach is rul emaki ng

MR, SHERON. |I'msorry, | was going to say that,
you know, this maybe considered as part of the option three.

MR LI BERATORI:  Yeah.

MR, SHERON. Ckay; |'msorry.

MR, LI BERATORI: Yeah. Basically, we've been
working for nost of this year in a rather deliberate way to
i dentify what changes were needed; what would be the
techni cal background for it; how would the utility nenbers

use it; is there a cost benefit; what are the upsides; what
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are the downsides and so forth.

And |'ve categorized a nunber of the benefits
here: one is it would allow you to focus the resources on
nore risk significant or nore likely events, as opposed to
the large break LOCA;, it's to achi eve consistency within the
application of the LOCA requirenments, particularly with
respect to the regul ations, thenselves; reduce regul atory
burden associated with |arge break LOCA. There are a nunber
of tech spec inprovenents that could conme out of this, both
with respect to definitions of what operability really is
and what functionality is and LCOs, and a nunber of those
things could evolve fromthis. And, also, peaking factor
increases could lead to additional flexibility in core
design. Wiat we really found here is -- there are 23
menbers in the Omers G oup and everybody has a different
nunber one way they would use this. |It's one of those
things where it's not one or two really big hitters, but
everybody could use this in a different way, depending on
their plant specific situation

MR, SHERON. What is the biggest area of benefit?
Is this -- | nean, you nentioned a couple there. 1s this
basically in stuff |ike ease of generator start tine?

MR LIBERATORI: That is one of the |ead ones.

MR, SHERON:.  Ckay.

MR, LIBERATORI: It could be operability -- it
could be -- | mght be able to | eave an accunul at or out of
servi ce.

MR WALSH A few points would be an upgrade woul d

al nost be automatic.
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MR, SHERON:. Yeah. Well, Westinghouse plants, |
think, they only nention |ocal entity. So, obviously --

MR, LIBERATORI: Right. And you still would have
your other -- you know, you would still have DNB and steam
reduce, so other linmts that would restrict where you could
go with this. But, it does give you a little bit nore
flexibility to work with. These are sone of the general
categories. But, again, there are pages of different ways
peopl e could see thenselves using this. And then one of the
reasons being fairly deliberate on this is to make sure the
effort is focused and we can identify a few things that
everybody can get behi nd.

W did last nonth neet with the other Oaners
Groups, together with NEI, and EPRI was at the neeting, as
well. W presented, you know, where we had gone with this;
you know, that we had broken the ground and got the ball
rolling. Basically, the industry is supportive of this. It
appears where we m ght be headed, and | can't say that for
sure yet, because we're still working out the details, but
it appears we might be forning a task force under the NEl
risk inforned Part 50 working group. That would, then,
beconme the focus with the industry effort on this. So, the
Owners Groups would still be engaged. It would still be our
work. At least, we would be focused, you know, through this
NElI task force.

MR, SHERON: Are you just focusing strictly on
break opening tinme or are you | ooking at a broader --

MR, LI BERATORI: Broader than just break opening
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MR, SHERON. Ckay. But, in terns -- |'mjust
thinking out loud here. 1In terns of what the ultimte
benefit -- in other words, you could only go so far, okay,

and then you're going to run into upper linmts, okay. And
you get sone increase in, say, peaking factor, you know,

kil owatts per foot and stuff; but, at some point, you run
intoalimt like on transients and the like, in which case
any further relaxation of LOCA requirenents isn't really
goi ng to be nuch of a benefit.

What |'msort of driving at is, there's been sone
ot her options kicked around here, okay. One is, for
exanpl e, just redefining the decay heat curve that's used,

i nstead of the 1971 ANS plus 20 percent, with 79 plus two to
sigma set, all right. Baker Just get -- you know, instead
of Baker Just, use Cath Carpel fromnetal water reaction
I"mjust curious, because those are -- you know, in terns of
t he actual rul emaki ng, okay, sonme things, | think, can be
done a | ot easier than, you know, a nore conprehensive ngjor
overal |, because, | nean, obviously, the LOCA provides the
design basis for the contai nnent, okay. And if you
elimnate -- okay, and there's a lot of margin that we take
credit for in severe accidents fromthe contai nnent. The
fact that, you know, these containments hold 50-60 pounds of
pressure, but that's the ASME linmt.

When you | ook at their ultimate strength, it's,
you know, three tines -- two-and-a-half tines as nuch, and
you get a lot of benefit and risk base fromthat. And so,
we al ways ask the question, is that if we start backing off,

are we losing a lot of that margin we had in severe accident
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space, because, now, you know, if you don't have the break
openi ng, maybe you don't get the nass energy rel ease and,
t herefore, you know, sonebody says, gee, you know, our
contai nnent pressure doesn't have to be as hi gh anynore;
it's only 25 pounds instead of 50.

MR LIBERATORI: That would affect the ultimte
strength capability of contai nnent --

MR, SHERON: O existing containments. But the
guestion is: what do you do about a new plant, then? kay,
if they go and design the plant to these new revised rul es,
are they going to cone in and say | don't need a
contai nnent, it only holds 20 pounds. | nean, you know --

MR, WALSH. The area that we started | ooki ng at
and we're not finished yet, steamline break is just as nuch
pressure as the LOCA.

MR SHERON:  Yeah.

MR, WALSH  So, unless we can conme up with a
noni toring systemfor the steamline break, which would be
very difficult, that's going to be a little bit nore of a --

MR, SHERON. The only reason |I'msaying this is
that, you know, from a standpoint of getting some benefits,
okay, based on inproved know edge, rul emaki ngs that don't
have huge sweepi ng changes to them okay, sonetinmes are
easier to push through. And in terns of whatever the
percei ved benefit is, you know, there may be sone -- you
know, some relief that you could get that basically gets you
where you're not LOCA linited anynore. You might want to

think about it, that's all.

MR LIBERATORI: Understood. And as | said, we're

27
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spending a lot of tinme on decisional analysis and franing
that, so that we can identify what the benefits are. And
guess what we were proposing here is we think, as an
i ndustry, we'd be ready to neet with staff in the first
guarter roughly and exchange exactly that kind of dial ogue,
whi ch obviously has to be a two-way discussion, and where
maybe you see it fitting in over here, as well, from your
perspective. But, clearly, we would intend to have a 1.174
analysis. W'd be |ooking at extrapol ating before break to
the anal ytical arena, where we can't go right now, and where
we think we'd be going, in ternms of what woul d be the design
basi s ECCS anal yses, if you will. So, you know, all of
these are on our table and we're dealing with those right
now. So, you know, we, again, think we'd be prepared to
nmeet with you in the first quarter.

MR, SHERON.  Ckay.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Yeah, | think we want to keep
our options open. Part 50, option three is a vehicle. It's
a study right now.

MR, WALSH  That's got sonme concern with us, that
we're behind their areas --

MR, SAM COLLINS: Right, and to the extent whether
that study ever conmes to fruition and how nuch of it is --
becones practical to apply and what fornat it's done, and
then whether the industry is asked to take advantage of al
of Part 50 or parts of Part 50, | think is just know edge we
have to put on the table. And the reason is, | think, our
st akehol ders, who are interested in inproving the

regul ati ons by what ever neans, need to understand all the
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options. Wether it's a petition for rul emaki ng or whet her
it's option two or option three, the expectations have to be
clear. obviously, you're putting a Iot of work and
resources into this. So, we need to be able to lay out for
you what the variances are between these three success
pat hs, and that should be a topic at a neeting that we have,
so that we aimthis in the right direction and understand
what the backsi de of these processes are.

MR, BAILEY: And we agree with you. This is
probably the nost conplex of the issues we're dealing with
right now It started off as an Owmers Goup initiative a
year ago -- or two years ago, alnost; but, then, | think,
superseded, in sone cases, by sone of the things that have
started to develop within the industry, within the NEl
wor ki ng group. And we saw that at one of our strategic
pl anni ng nmeetings and we told themto integrate it with the
NElI activities. But, even then, | think it's going to take
a consi derabl e amount of dial ogue between the industry and
the NRC to figure out which path to go down here.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay.

MR, LIBERATORI: Well, we're giving this great
attention. Larry, who is Vice Chairnman of the overall WOG
is really heading up the teamthat's working on this. So,
you know, we're giving it our highest attention, at this
poi nt .

The next topic is contai nment sunp issues. The
WOG has been actively participating with the staff. W've
been involved in the public neetings. W've had

representatives out at the University of Mxico neetings not
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too I ong ago. The general consensus of the feedback we've
gotten is that the programis well devel oped and nany of the
conment s have been incorporated. W do still have sone
[imted concerns, which we have forwarded to the staff,
primarily in those areas where we're trying to extrapol ate
engi neering judgnent. And | didn't plan to go into those in
detail here, but they have been forwarded to the appropriate
nmenbers of the staff.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Are you conmuni cati ng
ef fectively on those?

MR JACOBS: Karl Jacobs. Communi cation, both

with the staff nmenbers and the plants, have been very, very

good.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Good. It's good feedback

MR, LI BERATORI: So, we've been participating on
the PI RT panels, both of them W've -- as | nentioned
earlier, we did -- we were able to get two volunteers to

step up to be representative of the plants. W continue to
urge our nmenbers to provide what they need to provide to
NEI, with respect to the survey responses. Two itens we did
want to have a little bit of discussion on: one was the
risk-inforned approach. It was our understandi ng that you
were goi ng ahead with risk inform ng the approach, as well
as guidance to this issue. W really haven't heard anything
on that.

W had made an offer to view inputs to that
analysis. That offer still stands. W're just not sure
where that stands in your overall progress on this effort.

But, we're | ooking for naybe where this stands, as well as

30
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where the application of GDC-4 and | eak before break stands
with respect to this particular issue. W had a neeting
about a year ago and, at that tine, the staff said they
weren't prepared to endorse the Omers G oup interpretation
however, you wanted to do nore eval uati on before you deci ded
on whet her | eak before break could be applied to debris
generation aspect of the issue.

And, again, one of the reasons we bring this up is
that we don't see anything in the planning right now dealing
with the debris generation aspect of it. It's been focused
nostly on the transportation of plugging. So, we're
wondering if you had gotten to the point where, you know,
you knew where you were headed on that or not yet.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Tim Rob, you want to --

MR, ELLIOIT: Rob Elliott. As far as regeneration
goes, our current plan right nowis to scale the BWR data
out there for analysis purposes. W have tried -- we've had
di scussions with the Owmers Goup to talk about their test
program about whet her or not they could address the issues,
as far as debris generation goes, and | don't believe we've
had any final discussion on that. | knowthat, Carl, you
guys were going to go back and tal k over what you wanted to
do in the way of testing and we haven't yet net again to
find out what was concluded in those di scussions.

Let's see, what was the second question?

MR, LIBERATORI: It was the risk-informed approach
and the GDC-4 approach.

MR, ELLIOIT: Basically, with the GDC-4 approach,

I think what we have is two different interpretations of
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what was approved by the staff originally for GDC-4. And we
-- | thought we had said this in the letter to you all that
we believed that it would require a rule change to apply

| eak before break to issues that are related to ECCS design
because the statenent of consideration for GDC-4 clearly
says that contai nnent functional design and ECCS functiona
design shall retain their current nonmechanistic

requi renents for doubling the breaks.

So, | thought we had addressed that question; but,
what we were, also, going to do, as part of our research
program was to eval uate what the inmpact on ECCS design, as
far as what would be the differences between a doubl e-ended
break and a |l eak, in which debris would be generated by a
wor se case | eak and whether or not that could potentially
cause a failure of ECCS. So, we've been proceeding with our
research program wth the intention of addressing both
aspects of the pipe break and seeing what the inpacts are.

As far as the risk approach goes, the way we've
been treating risk is nostly froman i ssue of conditiona
failure probability. Now, we're nowhere -- the reason why
we haven't shared any information with you is we're a |ong
way away from being able to do the risk analysis, because
there's a lot of infornation that we want to gather relative
to transport and head | oss and debris types and that sort of
thing. But, we were looking at it fromthe perspective of
how i kely, given a LOCA, were you likely to fail the sunp.

And that's essentially the way the analysis is
that is set to proceed right now W weren't -- basically,

we were looking at it as risk analysis would help us to nake
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a judgnment of whether or not any kind of act that would be
needed, based on, you know, it is not very likely; where
there's other nechanisns, it is nore likely to fail the ECCS
than clogging them you know. Cbviously, you know, it will
probably be a priority issue. If it's highly likely to
fail, you know, we're going to need -- we'd have nore
concerns that we would want to address to the industry.

That's, basically, how we've been proceedi ng. And
we' ve been having discussions with the three Omers G oups
and | know that there is still alittle bit of confusion
W' ve been trying to work on explaining it, in nore detail.
And | thought we had -- we did get sone conments on the test
program but | didn't know if there were still conmments that
we needed to address on --

MR JACOBS: W've sent you sone nore conments.
This was to M chael

MR, ELLIOIT: Okay.

MR JACOBS: One of themdid address the
risk-inforned area; one addressed engi neering judgnment. W
-- it back into the plume and how the plune will do that;
how to get the debris off the floor; how the plunme cannot
really -- can't do that, you have to use engi neering
judgnent to that issue. Those are one of the nain itens
that we're | ooking at and how you guys can address that
area. Qur concern with engi neering judgment brings too nuch
conservatisminto the analysis. So, those are the ngjor
i ssues that we have.

MR ELLIOIT: Well, | would say, | haven't seen

the letter yet, so --
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MR JACOBS: |It's with Research

MR, ELLIOIT: kay. I'll check into that. W
have anot her neeting shortly com ng up

MR, JACOBS: You're being forwarded a copy. You
were |eft off by accident.

MR, ELLIOIT: Ckay.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay. | just -- Sam Collins.
just want to be clear, Carl, |I've got -- on this slide,
pi cked two i ssues out: one is waiting NRC risk-inforned
approach and there's an offer that's on the table, | think
for review, and then the other issue is three quarters of
the way down, where we tal ked about hal fway addressing the
research program does not adequately address the debris
generation and that the Owmers Goups still supports the
original positions. Are those being worked in foruns that
you feel like --

MR, JACOBS: the issue with the debris generation
is we feel very unconfortable -- there's too nmuch concern
with using the PAR OG data to try to scale OG  There's
anot her way of using inside judgnment. We'd like to see how
we can work that out, but we know the resources are linmted
on how to address that. W're actually just putting on the
table that that's an issue. Wen you do your eval uation
we' ve got to nake sure that that conservative judgnent is as
realistic as possible.

MR, SAM COLLINS: GCkay. And you feel like you
will be able to work through that issue, as part of the
process we're currently engaged in?

MR JACOBS: That's correct. | still think we can
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work it out. W haven't gotten to that issue right now.

MR, SAM COLLINS: GCkay. And the issue of the
ri sk-inforned approach, Rob, will we respond to that once we
see the letter?

MR, ELLIOIT: Yeah, absolutely. | just wasn't
aware of the letter, so | haven't had a chance to | ook at
it.

MR, JACOBS: The research -- Grant was going to
put out recently another workshop on that issue and right
now, we haven't heard when that workshop is going to be
done. It's supposed to be done this quarter. | think it
may be postponed into the new year. So, that's one of the
other driving forces. W expected to hear in Novenber, but
now it may be postponed.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay.

MR TIMCOLLINS: | still have a question of
clarification here. Wen you say "WOG still supports its
original position," | thought the original position that you
sent in was on the interpretation of GDC-4, not on -- okay.

MR, LIBERATORI: That's why it's here. But,
basically, it's the same benefit --

MR TIMCOLLINS: That's no different than the use
of the debris generation -- you know, whether it's being
engineering -- it's an engi neering judgnment call or not,
that's different fromhow you interpret GOC-4 and the
applicability of the debris generation to LOCA. Now -- so,
when you say it still supports the original position, you're
sayi ng you di sagreeing with the position the staff issued in

its 1999 letter back, which said this is the way we see
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GDC-4. |s that what we're saying here?

MR, LIBERATORI: Well, we interpret it -- we
interpret the staff's position as -- that this is where you
were at the time we net and discussed it.

MR TIMCOLLINS: That's correct.

MR, LI BERATORI: However, you were going to
consider it and maybe rethink it after you had done this
wor k.

MR TIMCOLLINS: Now, that's not what the letter
was intended to say. The letter was intended to say, here's
the way we see GDC-4. Now, if we need to change GDC-4, you
know, if we need a rul enaki ng, we need supporting
information to do that, okay. And this research was
supposed to devel op supporting information to any changes in
the regulation; or if it turned out to be a nore significant
risk area than our initial study showed, possibly back that.
But, it wasn't to contribute to the interpretation of GDC 4.
It was to contribute to any additional regulatory action
that may be taken, whether that be a change to the
regul ation or sonme additional back fitting consistent with
the current interpretation of the regulation. That's what
the letter was intended to say. |If you got a different
nessage, then we need to talk about that letter

MR, LIBERATORI: Okay. | guess just for Sams
benefit --

MR, BAILEY: There are actually three here.

MR LIBERATORI: Yeah. What the three Oaners
Goups really -- what the three Owmers Goups were really

trying to say is that the generation is created by the
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dynam c effects of the break. And the way we read GDC-4, it
specifically says the dynam c effects of the break can be
excl uded, based on before break, and we use that application
in a nunber of arenas. So, if the forcing function is the
dynam c effects -- you know, if our position was GDC- 4
al ready excludes the dynanic effects, that's why the debris
woul d be linted, and that was our position

MR, ELLIOIT: This is Rob Elliott, again. You're
focused on the words and not so rmuch on the intention of the
rule. Wen GDC-4 was put out, it was tal king about type of
constraints, physical protection of equi pnent inportant to
safety. It wasn't tal king about whether or not debris would
be generated, okay. And when we're talking the issue of
strainer or sunp clogging, what we're tal king about is the
functional design of the ECCS. W're talking specifically
about the functional design of the sunp, okay.

So, it's not -- when they wote the statenent of
consi derations, they recogni zed there was this dichotony.

On the one hand, when you're tal ki ng about dynam c forces
and i npacting equi pnmrent and that sort of thing, we

recogni zed that -- or you take credit for |eak before break
But, we said specifically in the statenent of

consi derations, functional design is of containment and the
ECCS woul d still retain to one in -- in break. And 50. 46,
also, is pretty specific about all breaks up to and

i ncluding, as you noted on your previous slide.

So, the research programthat we're doing right
nowis really not focused on -- it would provide us

supporting information, but it's not focused on redefining
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50.46 or even, you know, defining the risk-inforned, you
know, 50.46. W're using risk as a tool to help us assess

the significance of the issue. But, we're not going the

node about -- of a rule change or changing the rules or
determ ni ng whether or not we can -- it's okay to apply to
50. 46.

MR, LIBERATORI: | understand. That's why | think

we' ve agreed to disagree.

MR ELLIOTT: Yeah

MR, LI BERATORI: The sane jet has to be considered
here and not considered there.

MR, SHERON:. Let nme ask you, when we changed the
interpretation of G)C-4 in the first place, and the reason
was, is because we said, you know, until we conme up with a
better design basis for contai nnent, okay, | nean, to just
to sit there and say we're going to eliminate the double
guillotine and give credit for |eak before break, you know
-- you know, | renenber back in the early '80s when we did
that, you know, the question was, fine, what are we going to
design containnents to, all right? Are we going to have
peopl e coming in saying that, you now, | can elimnate |eak
requirenents and all sorts of other stuff, and nobody had an
answer as to how we were going to handle that whole big
i ssue.

So, that's why the | eak before break was
restricted to the pipe restraints and so forth for the
dynam c effects. And the idea was that when and if we cone
up with a better way to design -- or to cone up with a

design basis for contai nment and ECCS, you know, we're
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willing to go back and revisit it. But, that -- you know,
t hat never took pl ace.

MR, TIM COLLINS: The consideration explicitly
identifies that dichotony. It says, "we recognize it's
there," you know, and we have to live with it until we can
figure out sonething better.

MR, SHERON:. But, | think froma risk aspect of
| ooking at this issue, okay, | think we would certainly take
into account in risk base, froma realistic risk assessment,
the fact we recogni ze pi pes don't instantaneously settle,
okay. And that would show up as part of the risk -- the
overal |l risk assessment of it.

MR, SAM COLLINS: The question is, and that's the
third issue, | think, that Jack brought up, do we need to
put on the docket this task, if we haven't already -- naybe,
we have, Ron -- the staff's position in this area, so that
t he guidelines are clear.

MR TIMCOLLINS: It went out a year ago.

MR SAM COLLINS: Consistent with the statenents
we just -- so, it was just a disagreenent on it, whether
that's --

MR TIM COLLINS: No, we docurmented that in a
letter.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Is that what we're tal king
about ?

MR, SHERON: Al we are saying is, you know, we
have to follow, you know, our |awer's advice and the
statenment of considerations clearly restricts it, okay.

But, again, ny understanding is, you know, this issue is not
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-- this is strictly a matter -- the staff has an itch, okay.
Sonewhere down the road -- | nean, if we decide that the
sunp designs are inadequate for PWRs, the burden is on us,
okay, to nake that case and to follow our own interna
procedures for back fitting; and in doing so, we would
obvi ously, you know, have to make a risk argunent and the
ri sk argument woul d have to be based not on sonething that's
overly conservative, but we'd have to take into account the
recogni tion that pipes don't instantaneously --

MR, BAILEY: It seens to be a subset of the large
break LOCA issue we tal ked about earlier, obviously, because
this is one application of where you're driven down a
certain path because of that requirenment, where it nay or
may not be necessary, | guess, in the big schene of things.
But the other part of it is what you design your systens to
versus what do you have to nmake -- to operate them under
too. It seens like that's a subset of this, too, the sense
that you want an over design capability to ensure that it
can neet even the unsuspected or the unreasonable
expectations on it; but on the other hand, you want to be
able to elimnate unnecessary regul atory burden, too, and

how do you work for that process.

MR, SAM COLLINS: | would just ask that we don't
continue to agree to disagree. | nean, if there's a
guestion -- OCC is the office that interprets our
regul ations for us. So, | think if you feel like this is a

barrier to getting to where we need to go, then there are
ways to approach that and the agency will provide that

original interpretation, if we haven't --
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MR ELLIOIT: W went to OCGC --

MR SAM COLLINS: You went to OGC?

MR, ELLIOIT: -- and they were in agreenent with
the position of the staff.

MR TIMCOLLINS: But, we do have a process,
t hough, to deal with this. | nean, the risk-inforned
approach is the way to go on issues like this, you know,
where there's a clear disagreenent and it involves judgnent
-- alot of judgnment. | nean, the risk-informed approach is
the best way to go. So, that's what we need to head.

MR, SAM COLLINS: The risk-informed approach is in
the application, not in the --

MR TIMCOLLINS: Well, if you need a change to
the regul ation, as well.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Then, you have to change -- but,
you do have to change the regul ation

MR, TIM COLLINS: Yeah, processes all the way
around.

MR NEWION:  Just a comment | would like to make
The words in GDC could stay the sane, if the statenent of
considerations reflected the debris generation aspects of
it. That's all we're tal ki ng about.

MR, SHERON. What we're saying, though, is that
woul d require a rul e change, too.

MR NEWION: It would require that process to be
exer ci sed.

MR, SHERON:. Yes, that's right.

MR SAM COLLINS: Are we back to where we are with

t hat issue?

41
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MR LIBERATORI: Yeah, and we'll conmunicate it
after sonme point of context.

MR, SAM COLLINS: GCkay. Yeah, | think the nessage
fromour end is that we understand where you are. W can
either self initiate a process or you can ask us to initiate
a process. But, clearly, right now, the process has to nove
one way or the other, to resolve the |last statenent here,

t he di sagreenent in --

MR, BAILEY: | think the burden is on us right now
to take what you told us and go back and do a sunmary of
what your concerns are.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay.

MR, LIBERATORI: W initiated this programa
coupl e of years ago, pronpted prinarily by experience in
Europe and Japan. As you know, we have a nunber of
obj ectives, the first one being to establish and naintain an
adequate safety level for all of our Wstinghouse plants
and, then, also to proactively devel op a systenatic program
whi ch woul d assess this issue, both short termand | ong
term And that had conponents such as evaluating it
technically and froma safety aspect, doing so in a manner
that would mnimze our regulatory risk, also nminimze the
cost to the WOG and what's the nost cost efficient way to
approach the issue, and make sure we had an integrated
| ong-term pl an

So, we put that whole programin notion.

Consi derabl e resources have been applied to this thing over
the I ast few years, including a nunber of |ead planting and

very expensive |lead plant exanm nations on site. The site
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work that was under the WOG unbrella, if you will, has been
conpleted and that's, in essence, sone of the initial baffle
bolt inspections, as well as renove or replacenent prograns.
We have bolts from Farl ey, Point Beach, and G nna, have the
hot cell. They're in the process of -- well, they're in the
procedure process to be examined. Hopefully, we'll have
sonme information fromthose in the not too distant future.

In the nmeantine, we're continuing the analysis of
acceptabl e bolt and distributions, based on what we | earned
fromthe lead plants. W have grouped all of our plants by
nunber of |oops, whether they're up-flow or down-flow  So,
we' re kind of plodding through the groupings, if you will,
establishing -- using the accepted nethodol ogy and
est abl i shing acceptable bolt patterns that they could use
for their consideration, in ternms of any future work.

And we're, also, integrating sone of the nore
generi c aspects of the programwe initiated with the MP,
since the MRP does exist now There is an ITGthat's
dealing with the internals issues.

MR, BAILEY: What does that acronym stand for?

MR, LIBERATORI: WMaterials reliability project
that, | believe, they've been in to talk to the staff. They
just initiated over the |ast year one of the -- | believe
there are four nmajor prograns they' re working on now and the
reactor internals is one of them So, a lot of the hot cell
work, the funding is actually being picked up by MRP now.

So, we are integrating there, again, making sure that
they' re avoi ding duplication of effort and the itens that

are truly generated -- you know, being treated that way, so
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the rest of the industry has an opportunity to see those.
This slide, | guess, is sonmewhat repetitive. But,
basically, we had two |l ead plants that have conpleted their
bolt inspection replacenents on site. W had an additiona
pl ant do both inspections and did a limted replacenent
program wi thin the acceptabl e bounds of the nethodol ogy. W
have another plant that is presently performng bolt
i nspection on the other Farley unit, but they're doing that
on their own. There's no WOG i nvol venrent per se in that,
other than the fact that they're using the WG program as
the basis for their efforts.
MR, GRUBELIC. What sort of results are they

seeing to date?

MR LIBERATORI: I n which one?

MR, GRUBELIC. The other Farley --

MR, LIBERATORI: | don't -- | believe they --
MR, GRUBELIC. The original Farley has no

i ndi cation --

MR LI BERATORI: Right.

MR, NEWION. The inspection has probably just been
conpl eted and the only word | got back is that it's going
well. | don't have any specifics and | think it's up to
themto tell us what the results are.

MR, GRUBELIC. WII they be coming in on this next

neeti ng?

MR NEWION: Their results will be included and
they've committed to let us know what the results were. |'m
sure they'll make that known even before the next neeting.

MR, LI BERATORI: What's your nane?

44
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MR GRUBELIC. Frank G ubelic.

MR, LI BERATORI: Thank you

MR, SAM COLLINS: Sam Collins. Roger, have you
t hought through how to put this information out, at any
given point in tine, for industry consunption? Are you
going to go through the industry groups or coordinate to the
Owmers G oup or --

MR NEWION:  Just about all of the WOG results are
going to be rolled into the EPRI/VMRP program And so it
will be available to the industry through their, you know,
reports and information releases. |f you go to the next
slide -- I"mkind of junping ahead -- we're hoping to neet
with you and bring you up to date. Let Lou go through that.

MR LIBERATORI: This one?

MR, NEWION: Right.

MR, LI BERATORI: Again, sonetinme early next year
there will be a joint neeting, which will be asking for us
to present the results of where we are in this. Again, the
future work woul d be to conplete the remai ning anal yses. W
have done all of the strategic efforts, in terms of
i dentifying the approach, the nethodol ogy, how one
determ nes an acceptable bolt in the pattern. And we're
really into just conpleting the analysis for the plant
groupi ngs, at this point, and then feedi ng back any results
that come fromthe individual hot cell exam nations.

Sone of the two and four |oopers that are
down-flow plants are | ooking at extending | eak before break
to smaller sizes, with the intent, saying, you know, what

af fect does that have on the nunber of bolts that has to be
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replaced. At this point, that's really just an eval uation
phase.

G ven where we are strategically -- and the
programis, to sonme extent, wi nding down, if you will -- we
plan to propose to our nenbers the transition of the baffle
bolting program froma working group directly under the
steering conmttee, to material subcomittee for a nunber of
reasons. One is, you know, we do have the invol venent of
MRP and a |ot of the higher level strategic itens. A lot of
the strategic itens have been resolved. The objectives for
nost of them have been achieved and we're really just into
conpletion of the analysis. And for the nost part, it's the
material subcommittee representatives that are attendi ng the
baf fl e bolting worki ng group neetings anyway. So, it just
seens |ike a natural point to just transition this down to
the subconmittee, to basically carry out and conplete the
rest of the program

So, that's where we plan to go with that. And
guess our overall conclusion still is that safety of our
pl ants have been established and we still believe it's an
agi ng managenent issue and that we have a | ong-term program
in place to feedback inspection results and be able to
nmanage the issue.

MR SHERON: This is Brian Sheron. You had said
this was a MRP/EPRI program Now, is that -- are there any
restrictions? Because, | know not everyone is a nenber of
EPRI, so does everybody get this information or it's only
EPRI nenbers that get the infornation?

MR, NEWION:. Do you want nme to tal k about it?
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MR LI BERATORI:  Yeah.

MR, NEWION: The programis being classed -- ny
nane i s Roger Newton -- as a category 1 EPRI program So,
when non- EPRI nenbers need that naterial, they're able to
buy it and they have an annual requirenent to alnost buy it.
Anyt hing that cones up as related to safety is classified as
G ass One and non- EPRI nenbers are ending up buyi ng that
every year. So, they have access to it. So, it fits in
that category. Mst of the information and the |ong-term
forward plan will probably be in the MRP program and the
WDG, you know, is participating in that, as an active
nmenber, as well.

I think that group will then have to figure out,
okay, what's necessary to feed back into the long-term
prograns of the utilities, probably nore related to |icense
renewal than to, you know, the current operator. So, that's
a long-termeffort.

MR BLOOM Did we skip over generic district 23
tenmporarily to include the break tine?

MR, BAILEY: This programis probably an exanpl e
of where we took a generic issue that was predoni nantly one
Owners Group, which took the lead, but they were able to
coordinate it and work it through the industry. At the sane
time, that was changi ng, because the MRP wasn't even in
exi stence when we started this programand that got forned,
you know, along the way, too. So the issue about how do we
deal with generic issues, this is certainly one exanple of
how it can be done, but it doesn't work for all issues, as

we know, under ASME.
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MR, SHERON. Well, this was one that was actually
initiated by the industry, not by the NRC, and we've kind of
-- you know, kind of just sat on the sidelines and
noni tored, you know, how you are proceeding with it, wthout
really, you know, getting involved froma regul atory
standpoint. So, fromthat standpoint, | think we've been
you know, fairly pleased on the way you' ve taken the
initiative on this.

MR SAM COLLINS: What's not clear is the

regul atory issue here, | think, initially, at |east, so
certainly, we're interested. | nean, we're nonitoring, but
we're very interested. | think the efforts have been very
productive. 1'd be curious -- Chris, how wuld an itemlike

this be captured into the age rel ated degradati on program
MR CGRIMES: W nane is Chris Ginmes. |'mthe
chief of the License, CGeneral and Standardization Branch
And it gets captured in the context of the adequacy of the
agent managenent prograns for reactor vessel internals. And
to the extent that we've ended up struggling somewhat trying
to understand the distinction between the Omers G oups
activities, primarily we | earned sone |essons in terns of
feedback fromthe Cconee review that literally spilled into
the Calvert diffs conclusions, because of a | ack of
under st andi ng about how MRP is dealing with the vesse
internals for decals like void swelling, extent of |ASEC
the nature of enhanced inspection techniques. Al of those
things are questions that are comng up in the context of
trying to find a theme and a consi stency between the owners.

Yes, you've -- we'll get into alittle bit about
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how we' ve been dabbling in WOG topicals, but not really
devel oped any concl usi ons, because all of our energy and
ef fort have been concentrating on devel opi ng findi ngs of
adequat e agi ng nmanagenent prograns for the CE and the B&W
plant. But, that doesn't nean that we haven't continued to
nmake progress on the Wstinghouse work.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay.

MR LIBERATORI: |'ve been asked to reverse the
next two itens, so |'mgoing to cover the |license renewal
first.

MR GRIMES: For which I'mvery grateful

MR, LI BERATORI: Basically, we've had five generic
topical reports submtted. O course, staff reviewed. They
are on the topical status table at the end of the
presentation. But, beginning with the RCSD supports, which
we're up to Rev 2, which was submitted in March of '97. The
initial one was July of '95. |In this case, we responded to
two rounds of RAIs and | guess it was under -- it was our
i mpression that the draft safety eval uati on was supposedly
new sign off, but approximtely two years ago, and we
basi cal |y haven't heard anything yet.

The remai nder of these have all been submitted in
the '96, '97 tinme frame. W responded to RAIs here and
responded to additional question on class one piping.

Agai n, RAl has been responded to, as well as to additiona
guestions. W've responded to sone RAIs on the contai nment
structure GTR W haven't had any feedback yet. And on the
reactor internals, we do have additional responses, which we

are working on that we're going to submt, you know, this
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nmonth. And | guess we just observed that when we were doing
some project tallying, we've, basically, paid al nost
$335,000 in fees for the review -- for the conbination of
reviews here. And we haven't received any SCRs yet and
guess we'd be curious what the status was.

MR GRIMES: And that status -- first of all,
apol ogi ze. You shoul d have been getting sone nore cogent
feedback, in terns of what progress we've nmade. RCS
supports SER  Actually, it wasn't very near in Novenber
'97. That was -- that ended up being a trial effort on our
part. That was one of our first attenpts at righting a
topical SER for license renewal. And quite frankly, it's
been conpletely rewitten since that tine, to factor in sone
of the lessons fromthe Calvert Ciffs and Oconee's review

You' haven't heard anything, and that's good news.
We haven't needed any further information. But, it, also,
suffers froma lack of schedule driving. Actually, we
suspended work on the Westinghouse topicals in '98 and we
only resuned earnest effort on the Wstinghouse topicals

early last year. And that figure | ooks about right. You

haven't been paying for all of the experinenting we've done

wi th your topicals, but we have been naking progress. |I'm
hopi ng that we'll have sonme products out here for you very
shortly. But, we're still concentrating our efforts on the

products for the Calvert diffs review and the Cconee
review. And now, we've distracted sone talent to go off and
do generic aging | essons |earned, in response to the

i ndustry concerns about the standards for augnenting aging

managenment programs. So, you suffered a little bit from
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that, too, because we distracted sone of the talent that was
wor ki ng on these safety eval uations.

We haven't charged you -- you've gotten nore
effort than is reflected in that value, because we have been
working this alnmost as a fourth, fifth, sixth priority, in
some cases. But, we've been continuing to work it. W
haven't charged you for all the experinenting we've done on
your topical evaluations. But, | will nake a point of
maki ng sure that one of those products breaks out of here
soon, so that you'll have sone tangi bl e evidence to account
for the investnents you' ve nade.

MR SAM COLLINS: Chris, | need to understand
perhaps from both sides here how we define success for this.
| mean, success is to have these reviews conplete by the
time that Westinghouse --

MR GRIMES: Atinme for themto be referenced by
Turkey Point, which will be the first Iicense renewal

MR, SAM COLLINS: Right. So, if we back up from
there, where are we on our schedul e?

MR, GRIMES: Turkey Point submittals due in 2000
and -- June of 2001, | believe, so long as | get them done
i n cal endar year 2000.

MR, SAM COLLINS: | think -- again, what |'m
asking you is -- perhaps we need to sit down internally with
the benefit of our stakeholders and |lay out the schedul e for
getting these out and be sure that being in anticipation of
supporting a license renewal, so that the process is one of

i nstead who is who, what, when. And --

MR, NEWION: W have -- the |icense renewal group
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is neeting in the next two days, so this is a subject that
["I'l bring up with them [|I'mnot wanting to guess at Turkey
Point, but they are starting to do their agi ng managenent
reviews and topical report approval dictates how you do that
revi ew and what you reference. So, we're running out of
time, to be able to -- for Turkey Point.

MR GRIMES: Unfortunately, so does Gaul and so
does the standard format. Turkey Point told us to work on
Gaul and the standard fornat, for the topicals; that they
want the topicals, too. So, you know, give ne sonme targets
that you think are realistic, in terns of conpleting the
topical evaluations, and we'll try and fold theminto the
plan and we'll go get some nore resources.

MR SAM COLLINS: Yeah, | nean, that's what we
need to do. | nean, it's -- the expectations just have to
be clear and, you know, of course timng is everything in
these. And then we will even budget for it or we'll have
it. And then we'll sit down and go through our interna
processes and find out what the inpact is. But, clearly,
there's a startup cost with these. But, if we have externa
st akehol ders, who are relying on this to do work, then we
need to recoup a little bit and understand better what the
needs are. So, | think that's a short-termissue that we
need to get feedback on

MR LIBERATORI: The next slide, | think, shows
the drivers. W do have several Wstinghouse plants
indicating interest in license renewal. They want to refer
that. And, also, the current programwe have in place,

which was originally envisioned to be a five- to six-year
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program is -- you know, as a WOG we're ready to kind of

cl ose that and nove on to where we think we need to be,
which is, you know, a supportive role as the applications
actually come in. So, we're at that turning point as a WG
now, trying to nove fromthe original programto where we
thi nk we need to go.

MR, SAM COLLINS: So, Roger, |I'mhearing there
will be a neeting in short-termto lay this out?

MR, NEWION: The next two days we'll tal k about
this. Chris, we'll get back to you. Really, Turkey Point
needs to be identify their needs. Beyond Turkey Point, we
still want to be able to use these. And there are sone
utilities comng right behind them if they can't use them
the next ones wll.

MR CGRIMES: |'mas anxious as you are to try and
bring closure to these. They've, quite frankly, suffered
froma lack of priority, because we're looking at trying to
support mlestones that are next week, next nonth, next
year, to lay nore the groundwork for all of the fol ks that
are now signed up to subnmit applications in 2001, 2002. You
know, we're now trying to get snmart about how we're going to
prepare for the bow wave, and issuing the Wstinghouse
topicals is, you know, one of the things that we need to do.
We, also, need to -- we've got one nore B&Wtopical to
finish, too, that we need to finish before February of next
year .

But, we were, also, looking at -- you know, we put
some nore attention on the infrastructure pieces that the

i ndustry as a whole wanted, |like the standard format. And
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now, | expect we're going to, you know, put a lot of effort
in on Gaul and trying to concentrate on the -- for the
i ndustry, as a whole, which of the prograns need to be
augrmented for license renewal. Cearly, reactor vesse
internals is an area where there's still a lot of work to be
done between the industry and the NRC, to conme up with sone
conmon agi ng nmanagenent attributes. There are sone subtle
areas in, for exanple, containnent structure, where there's
sonme details to iron out. W're still trying to resolve
i ndustry questions about how much credit to give for |VE,
IW.,, and how far does that go and how nuch i npl enentation
experience is there -- sone of those details.

I think the RCS supports -- |I'mnot going to say
that it's near closure again, because that's what you were
told in'97. So, I'Il just tell you, that's the one | think
that's closest to conpletion and 1'I1 concentrate on trying
to close that one

MR, SAM COLLINS: GCkay. As long as you understand
t he expectations and we'll go into our planning process.

You know, we'll test it, certainly, but we're going to our
pl anni ng process and then Chris's role is to determ ne the
anmount of resources needed to bring that up. W'Ill nake
adj ust nment s.

MR, LIBERATORI: GSI-23 closure: | nentioned up
front that we haven't been involved in the neetings with
staff. W discussed the approach to closure of GSI-23. W,
al so, made a presentation at the Cctober 1, ACRS neeting.
ACRS did agree with closure of the generic aspects of it,

based on the steps intended to go to | ook at specific
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plants, with respect to risk sensitivity.

W, within our WCAPs, as well as our individual
| PEs, have assessed seal LOCA fromreactor cool ant punps and
believe, at least for our plants, the core damage frequency
sufficiently low, that the event does not speak of the risk
significance, as far as we're concerned. W do have the
WCAPs still on the table from 1984, the |last rev, to 1986.
As a WOG we're still requesting an SER on that, because a
| ot of people have used it for |icensing purposes, as well
as their IPEs, and | guess lost in all of this is what the
staff's intent of what that WCAP is, as part of its closure
plan. W were curious, you know, had you cone to a
concl usi on about how you intend to deal with the WCAP or
not .

MR TIMCOLLINS: | don't think we thought about

MR SHERON: A resolution of GSI-23, and now that
seens to be a reality, that's a question we have to answer.
But, | don't think we thought about what to do with that
topi cal report.

MR TIM COLLINS: Yeah.

MR, SHERON. We'll get back to you on how we want
to proceed on that WCAP.

MR SAM COLLINS: What's the -- is there a date
certain that you are --

MR, LIBERATORI: Well, it represents the
West i nghouse seal ed nodel, if you will, the PRA nodel, in
terns of the probabilities, as well as the flows, and nmany

of the nenbers have used those in station blackout. They've
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used themin IPEs. So, it's a nodel that people have used
and it was submitted, again, at that tinme, for staff review
and concurrence. And it's been tied up in the GSI-23
resol ution, basically, for the last 15 years. But, if it
were to not get an SCR, be withdrawn, as an industry, we
have to deci de how we want to deal with that, because many
peopl e have used this in a nunber of different places.

MR TIMCOLLINS: It's a conplicated problem
because the closure of the issue doesn't agree with the
West i nghouse WCAP. It closes the issue, but it doesn't
agree with the nodel in the WCAP.  So, it's not just like we
put a stanmp of approval on the WCAP and send it back sayi ng,
it's been approved as part of the closeout of GSI-23,
because they don't agree. So, it's not just a sinple
probl em

MR, LIBERATORI: | guess it's our understanding
the staff did use the Westinghouse nodel as the starting
point for their own work.

MR, TIM COLLINS: That was the starting point,
right. But the nodel -- they, ultimtely, issued, as the
research nodel for Westinghouse, pump CS. It's different
than the one that you' ve submitted.

MR, SHERON: The point is that, you know, we've
never said they're not in conpliance with the station
bl ackout rul e.

MR TIMCOLLINS: Right; right; right.

MR, SHERON:. It's our burden, okay, and we
recogni ze that. |If you | ook at the cl oseout of 23, it,

basically, says it's our burden; that if we feel that there
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are sone plants out there that nmay pose an unacceptable risk
due to punp seal failure, we will analyze themand we will
engage probably those |icensees on a plant specific basis
and the like. So, | would probably argue that regardl ess of
whet her or not we've issued an SER or not on that, the
burden is in our -- the ball is in our court; it's not in
yours anynore. Your plants neet the regul ations.

MR, TIM COLLINS: The closeout of 23 says the
station blackout rule is finished, as far as the punp sea
stuff goes. That's the recommendati on from Research
However, this -- the approval of this nodel, | think, creeps
into a risk informed space now, because it's going to be
used in risk-informed considerations. And if we're not in
agreenent for its application in that arena, |'mnot sure
where we are. W've still got a little bit of disconnect
here on what this seal nodel really neans and how it's going
to be used in the future

This is not -- the WCAP doesn't address
specifically just station blackout. It addresses a specific
seal ed nodel used for all applications. The closeout of
GSl - 23 says station blackout is okay; it doesn't need to be
revisited. But --

MR, SHERON:. W were hoping that the ASME
conmittee that is providing the gui dance on PRA standard,
you m ght say, you know, we specifically are asking themto
address the issue of what is the standard going to say
regardi ng a punp seal nodel

MR, LIBERATORI: It took a while to get the

flashlight back on. | just want to nmake sure it doesn't --
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VR, SHERON.  Sure.

MR, SAM COLLINS: | guess, Tim nmaybe we shoul d
just check to see where this is in the priorities, now that
we have the guidance; |ook at howthis is --

MR TIM COLLINS: Sure.

MR, SAM COLLINS: -- prioritized.

MR TIM COLLINS: Sure.

MR, DRAKE: | guess | would add one thing. 1In the
past, we've gone out to individual plants; we've been asking
guestions on the seal nodels that they've been using, for
our WCAP cap, which are really generic in nature. And
i nstead of asking the individual utilities, those questions
really should be coming back to the Omers G oup. Because,
utilities cone back to the Owmers Goup to us and say, hey,
I'"mgetting these questions on the WCAPs and it's not a
pl ant specific question, it's a question on our topica
report, and we've had to conme back to the staff with those
and say, that's really a generic question; bring it up
generically, don't bring it up in an individual plant. So,

I would ask you to ook at that, as you're going after the
i ndi vi dual and assessing the individual plant, as to the
generic applicability of the question you're really asking.

MR, TIM COLLINS: You said this has been happening
al ready?

MR, DRAKE: Well, the last -- |'ve been follow ng
this for the WOG for about 10 years. And going through this
three- or four-year cycle, where all of a sudden a couple of
pl ants get asked questions on the topical report, it cones

back to the anal ysis subconmittee. W've cone down and
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talked to the staff on the WCAP. W' ve expl ained what it
is. They said okay, they'll get back to us. A couple of
years later, a couple other utilities get a couple nore
guestions and it's the sane cycle. W've nade three or four
trips in the last 10 years, basically, on the mall.

MR LIBERATORI: NUPI C/ Technical Audit: this was
an eval uation that we hel ped set up. It was not funded by
the WOG, but, basically, was the NUPI C team doi ng an audit
of Westinghouse's analytical capabilities, if you will, and
how t hey process that type of work in-house. The NUPIC
team those teans tend to be fairly large. 1In this
particul ar case, there were 36 people from 24 different
utilities that were involved in this team and what we did do
was solicit the assistance of five technical specialists,
five utility menbers fromour analysis subcommittee to work
with the NUPIC team you know, strictly froma technica
point of view, not only to assure that they were | ooking for
the right things, but there was information we wanted to
bring back to the WOG too, to satisfy oursel ves.

So, that was held, basically, the first week of
May. And the scope, basically, |ooked at both the active
| arge break LOCA nodels, both the BART/BASH, as well as the
Best Estinmate Mddel, and | ooked at the NOTRUWP snal | break.
We | ooked at the process for how internally Wstinghouse
deals with 50.46 and the generation of information for the
reporting that's necessary, and, you know, a nunber of other
itenms that the audit teamwas pulling the string on, as they
were going through their audit. So, basically, we tried to

cover the ganut of |oss of coolant work within
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West i nghouse' s shop.

And we do have an audit report out. It's
available to us. W, at NUPIC -- again, this was not a WG
report. You know, given the huge amount of -- alnpbst 150
man -- persons of effort, if you will, we were able to cone
up with three findings and one observation, in dealing, you
know, technical primarily with that work, which we thought
was anmazingly low. So, as a WOG we were fairly happy with
what they came out with.

West i nghouse is in the process of responding to
all of those itenms. And the way the WOG is stayi ng pl ugged
inis those individuals fromour analysis subconmittee are
followi ng the response to those issues and providing
oversi ght on our behalf to the closure of those itens. So,
we were fairly pleased with the LOCA worKk.

MR SHERON: This is Brian Sheron. One of the
things | was curious about, first of all, how many peopl e
were on the audit team and what -- their expertise, |
presune, was in |like thernmohydraulics LOCA and everyt hi ng?

MR, LIBERATORI: To sonme extent. It was a fairly
varied background. Typically the NUPIC teans are. You
know, we provided the five technical people from our
subcomittee, just to nake sure that we had, you know,
direct analytical capabilities.

MR, SHERON. That wasn't -- the original concern
on this was that when the industry went out and audited the
vendors, that it wasn't just a paper audit to nmake sure that
the right dotted Iines got signed and everything, but to

make sure that, you know, the technical work was up to
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snuf f .

The other question | had was if -- do the WG
nmenbers, they have this NUPIC audit report on file sonmewhere
as, | guess, denonstrating their conplying with Appendix B,
in the sense that they've gone out and audited their
vendors? So, | nean, if an inspector canme out and | ooked,
they could go into the files and find this NUPIC report that
said that, you know, |'ve conplied with Appendi x B?

MR, LIBERATORI: It's available to any inspectors
who ask for it.

MR, SHERON:.  Ckay.

MR, LI BERATORI: Typically, they work through the
gual ity assurance organi zations of the utilities. But, in
this case -- to answer your first question, you know, we did
provide five of our nost experienced guys fromthe
subcomittee, who had been involved in analysis for many,
many years, to assure ourselves that we did have the right
techni cal --

MR, SHERON. That was sort of a critical part of
the NUPIC foll owup after the Sienens issue, was to nmake

sure that the audit teans had the qualified technical people

on them
MR, LIBERATORI: That it was not a paper review.
MR, SHERON: Right.
MR, LI BERATORI: Exactly.
MR, SHERON. When you're all -- | guess you're

telling nme you're kind of satisfied that --
MR LI BERATORI: We're satisfied.

MR, SHERON. -- what NUPIC is doing is neeting
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t hose objectives and everythi ng?

MR, LIBERATORI: That's right. And it was
conprehensive; it was objective. You know, we were pretty
happy with the way it worked out.

SPEAKER: This one, in particular. | nean, we've
had the sane history with NUPIC audits in the past, where we
didn't necessarily look at those things in depth. But, this
one was in response to the particular audit, as Sienens, to
nmake sure we did do sone of those

MR, RICHARDS: Do you know if Sienens put out a
copy of the NRC report on -- or rather Wstinghouse put out
a copy of the NRC report on Sienens and did a revi ew of
t hat ?

MR LI BERATORI: Yes.

MR, RICHARDS: You said the | ow nunber of findings
had sone pretty stark contrast to the Sienens report.

MR, SHERON. The Sienens report might have been a
wake up call for sonme vendors.

MR, LIBERATORI: | can't speak for what
West i nghouse did between the report and the tinme we did this
audit, but they certainly have the audit.

MR, SAM COLLINS: | guess the question is, in the
audit scope you | ooked at, the Sienens report deterni ned
what was appropriate to ook at and that was taken into
consi deration?

MR, LIBERATORI: Yes. And that's why we went --
we went right after the nodels. This was a technica
revi ew.

And the last item| wanted to touch on briefly was
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-- it's becone nore preval ent over the last few years to
have staff send us some draft reports for comment. And, you
know, we appreciate that and we want to conment on those
items. But, typically, there's a 30-day turnaround tine and
I"ve listed, | think, the last that we've gotten, that we
conment ed on, and the 30 days has turned out to be sonewhat
tight for us, for a nunber of reasons. One is we have to
get the comments fromthe nenbers and consolidate them and,
in sone cases, depending on the issue, we may be tal king
with the other Owmers Groups and NEI and 30 days tends to be
pretty tight.

And, also, we have to, as a steering conmttee,
get sone funding in place, because we don't have a slush
fund sitting out there, you know, whether to coment on
draft reports. So, you know, we have to do a little bit of
work to get some funding in place to get that done. And
guess we were curious whether the 30 days is sonething that
you' ve established arbitrary, whether they can be sonewhat
flexible in the future to allow us nore tine -- you know,
provi de the comments on these things.

I know on the AQOV report, you know, we
specifically asked for a delay and you all owed us nore tine
to conment on it. That one tended to be -- | nean, | think
it was a few inches thick and we need a lot of tine to get
t hrough that one. Again, we appreciate the request and we
do want to comment on these things. | just wanted to put
you have a little nore tinme to do it

MR, DEMBECK: My nane is Steve Denbeck. [I'l]I

respond. | talked with Research. A lot of these issues




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

—a=z

64
were AECQD itens and there was a big backlog and | guess
they're just trying to close themout as quickly as
possi ble. They've told ne if you get a particular issue and
you need nore tine, whether it be 30 days, or 45, 60 days,
what ever, you should just contact the point of contact
listed on that -- on the letter to you.

Qoviously, we're sending it out for peer review,
therefore, we do want you to give a good thorough revi ew of
the product. And we'll try to work in the future on getting
far fewer of the 30-day request.

MR, RICHARDS: Stu Richards. One of the things
we're doing with licensees is we negotiate the -- we
negotiate a date, | guess, and we put it in the letter
sayi ng, hey, we tal ked to sonebody on your staff and we
agree to respond back a certain date. So, maybe we can try
and get -- explore getting nore into that node and, you
know, negotiating what's a reasonable tinme to get back

MR LIBERATORI: | know the case of the AOVs, the
date of the actual docunent fromthe Brookhaven, | think it
was, was nore than a nonth prior to the date of the letter
requesting us to comment on it. And we found out about it
by receiving -- |, personally, received it in the mail. W
didn't even have a warning that it was coning, and we had 30
days to respond to it. So, we certainly would appreciate
either a heads up or

MR RI CHARDS: Sure.

MR, LIBERATORI: -- and then the ability to
negotiate is fine.

MR, SHERON. This is Brian Sheron, again. | have
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periodic nmeetings with our Ofice of Research and let ne
bring this up and put this on their radar screen and see if
they can -- | nean, if this is common to other Oaers G oups

and stuff, rather than just sit there and negotiating al

the tine, | think we should just see if we can expend the
period of tinme to say -- what do you believe is reasonabl e?
VWhat sort of a date -- | nean, is 45 days or 607

SPEAKER: At |east 60 days.
MR, LIBERATORI: Sixty is a good tine.
MR, SHERON.  Ckay.

MR, LIBERATORI: |If you can tolerate it.

MR SAM COLLINS: | think that's reasonable. W
take -- study 10 years worth of data and 60 days to review.

MR, LIBERATORI: Ckay. | have WCAP tables. |f
you recall about a year ago when we were down here, | think

this first table was sone 15 itemor so long. And we're
very pleased with the progress we've nade with the staff on
getting SCRs out and in sone of the cases, we've gone back
and | ooked and withdrawn a few So, we've been able to
scale this list down to -- right now, essentially, it's just
three.

The post-acci dent sanpling WCAP, which we
di scussed earlier, the break opening one, which is still on
the table froma generic perspective, and the RCPC WCAP we
just spoke about a few ninutes ago. And then separate from
that, we have -- we have still listed the five |license
renewal WCAPs separately at this point. And we're just
carrying dates, as last we received them but we understand

-- you know, we'll be tal king about those.
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Right now, that's all we have on the table
al r eady.
MR, SAM COLLINS: Do we need to focus on any of

t hese, other than we've already discussed, Lou?

MR LIBERATORI: | think we tal ked about all of
t hem

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay.

MR LIBERATORI: The next sheet shows sone
anticipated -- the next year to year-and-a-half. This first

one, the ASICS repl acenent nodul es for the protection
systems is a subgroup effort. Wthin the WOG a subset of
utilities can get together and work on sonething separately.
So, this is not a generically funded WOG program but it is
one of our subgroups. And that subgroup does plan to cone
in, inthe first quarter, sort of carry themon the table
here. And we have a nunber of generic prograns here, nostly
dealing in the risk-inforned area.

The logic and reactive chip AOT and STl extensions
is really an outgrowm h of sone of the prograns we've had
ongoi ng that you've issued SCRs on this. This was a
foll owup phase to sone existing prograns.

The risk-informed ATW5, we've had sone severa
neetings over the last year on that and, you know, we
bel i eve they were conmmonly headed in the right direction on
that. And we plan to have that in the nmiddle to third
gquarter of the year. And the remai nder of these are
risk-inforned AOT extensions that we're working on in-house,
as a WOG, and we're, also, looking as to how that gets

integrated with the overall industry effort on risk-inforned
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tech specs. These here are pieces that we're working on
that, at least at the current tine, we plan to conme in with
WOG submittals for

MR, SAM COLLINS: Are any of these going to have
lead plants with themor are they going to be --

MR LIBERATORI: | don't -- |I'mnot sure. South
Texas has stepped up for a nunber of these, but | don't have
t hat breakdown at this point.

MR, SAM COLLINS: They had their |ist of
exenptions, as you know, that they've cone in for

MR LI BERATORI: Right.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay. So, | guess we would ask
you to put those together

MR, LIBERATORI: No, they are -- Wayne Harri son
Sout h Texas, happens to be the Chairman of the Licensing
Subcommittee; so, clearly, this engagenent there.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay. Because, that
reconciliation would hel p us plan our resources, as far as
what we're already focused on and, clearly, South Texas is
| ooked at as nore or less a pilot for option two for
risk-informng Part 50

MR, LIBERATORI: W're still fram ng our strategy
on that, as well.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay. It might be -- Brian, you
can deci ded, but we night want to consider once you do that,
sitting down at a neeting and ensure that we have these
parcel ed out correctly, not only externally with the Oaners
Group, but internally. Because, Part 50 would drive -- if

there are separate |icensing actions, then they need to be
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prioritized.

MR, LIBERATORI: W need to integrate with the
ot her Omners, as well.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay.

MR, SHERON: For the nost part, we look for in
pl ant, you know, for the submttal.

MR LIBERATORI: But, that was a shot, that's what
our crystal ball says now.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay.

MR, WALL: | presune that the WCAPS on AOT and STI
will contain sonme quantitative risk evaluations. | got sone
i ndication earlier that they were going to be qualitative,
but I -- you know, the Cl submittals, for instance, we were
presented with a 15 x 12 matrix as results, and | don't know
it should go that far, but | don't think we can nmake sound
judgnments, even with | ead plant, based only on qualitative
information, if that was the intent.

MR, LIBERATORI: | understand your comment. W
don't have representatives of the licensing subcommittee
here today, so | don't want to directly respond. But, |
under stand the conment.

MR WALL: My name is MIler Vall, if you didn't
hear it.

MR, LI BERATORI: Any ot her comments?

[ No response.]

MR, LIBERATORI: (Ckay. Back to you, if you've got
anything else, at this point.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay.

MR, SHERON. |'ve got a couple of itens here |'ve
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got to kind of just put out on the plate. One is, |ast
week, we had a workshop in Chicago, which was noticed and
everything. It was on voluntary industry initiatives. Do
you all have any -- we only had 11 peopl e show up and

don't know whether it was just because of |ack of interest,
or everybody is just totally so happy with voluntary

industry initiatives, you have no conments on it.

W were -- it was kind of a doubl e-edged sword.
When | talked with nmy staff, | wasn't personally there, but
| talked with Jack Strosneider, and he said, well, the bad

news is that only 11 people cane; the good news is we had a
great conversation there, and the like. So, | was just
wonderi ng what your -- whether or not you had sonmewhere
there; where you're coning fromon this issue?

MR, LIBERATORI: | guess | need to apol ogi ze. W
had worked anong ourselves. W had a nunber of conflicts
and we did designate -- have designated sonmeone fromthe
steering conmittee to attend that neeting. And at the |ast
nonent, the day before the neeting, sonmething canme up with
the utilities, so he couldn't attend, and we just didn't
have tine to react to send anot her person there.

MR SHERON:  But, | nean --

MR, LI BERATORI: W had every intention of having
an individual there.

MR WALSH | was at the July one out in Chicago
and we intended to be at this one, but it just so happened
we had a conflict.

MR SHERON:  Shoul d we schedul e another one or is

there -- | don't know how --
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MR, SAM COLLINS: Do you have issues you feel you
need to present to us that aren't already on the agenda?

MR, NEWION: | was going to ask how t he neeting
went and what cane out of it; that -- you know, you said
good di scussions. Are there key points that are new or
definite to the --

MR, SAM COLLINS: Did we transcribe the neeting?

MR SHERON: Yes, it was transcribed. There's a
transcript somewhere. The ones | had heard about actually
focused in on -- there was a lot of revelations on fees that
were being charged and the |ike, and people were goi ng, gee,
| didn't know we were getting charged with that. And, you
know, | told one of the staff, | said, you know, | think we
ought to take the whole fee thing and give it to the
i ndustry and say, you know, our budget is so rmuch, you
figure out how nmuch. Because, they didn't realize that for
some generic reports that were being subnitted, how they
wer e bei ng charged, whether they were being put in the
general fee base or people saying, gee, you know, |'ma PWR
I will talk to BWR and sort of pay for that. So, |I'mnot --
that's ny understandi ng as how the conversati on went.

MR, BAILEY: Do you all have guidelines on how you
nmake that determ nation for neetings; for exanple, whether
you -- how you consider they're generic versus not generic
or whet her you charge or not charge?

MR DEMBECK: Yeah. This is Steve Denbeck. The
basic rule is if it's related to an application you subnit,
then we bill you for that; if it's an infornmational neeting

like this, nmeaning we don't bill you for that.
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MR, SHERON:. Well, this wasn't for the neeting,
itself. This was just for how we review -- for exanple,
voluntary industry initiatives, when the industry subnits a
topical report, you know, Howard gets charged and
everything. So -- anyway, | was just nore or |ess curious
whet her or not we should --

MR, LIBERATORI: |'Il just make an observation
that, you know, at sonme of the industry neetings we intend,
there seens to be nore interest than what the fees are being
charged for and the anounts of the fees. You know, we talk
about license renewal a little bit here; but on some of our
ot her prograns, we've seen what we think naybe is increased
fees over what we've been used to in the past, in terns of
staff review of WCAPs and itens, to the point where, you
know, what we pay for the fees on the reviews is a
significant percentage of what we pay for the product in the
first place. So, we have seen sone tendency in that
direction and | think the other Omers have, as well.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay. That's -- we intend to
di scuss that topic at the regulatory information conference,
to have a session on fees and billing, so that would be
appropriate. But, clearly, any specific exanples you have,
we shoul d use those as cases, because essentially the staff
| evel is going down.

The | evel of effort, as part of our planning
process -- we have what anmounts to be |abor rates for our
practices and we nonitor those. | mean, sone are higher
than others, but we do nonitor those. Part of work planning

center is going to be to establish the baseline for those.
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So, we intend to inprove as a | earning organi zati on. But,
nmean, if there's a perception there that there are sone
outlines, please bring those up and we'll take a | ook at
them specifically for | essons |earned.

MR, BAILEY: Did any participate in the workshop?

MR, SHERON:. Yeah, they were in the count. |
think -- let's see -- | think Alex Marion was there and M ke
Tuckman from Duke was there, and | think there's one other
fromthe industry; | can't renenber the nane.

MR, LIBERATORI: As an exanple, | think, just
recently we received a bill for the ACRS neeting on the PASS
elimnation. | guess now, is that -- we were a little
surprised at that, but is that within the guidelines?

MR, DEMBECK: Well, the ACRS was given a coupl e of
tax to care for that. But, really, what happened there was
the invoice you received basically grouped everythi ng
together. The ACRS part was eight hours and | believe that
wi Il was over 5,000 dollars.

MR DRAKE: Eleven thousand.

MR DEMBECK: El even thousand. That's over 5, 000.
So, the ACRS part of that was actually a small part. But,
I"mlooking into that further and we'll get back to you on
that. But, it just --

MR LIBERATORI: So, we should work with Steve?

MR, DEMBECK: Actually, every invoice sent to you
have has Ell en Poteat's nane and nunber on the right-hand
corner of the invoice. You're, obviously, welcone to cal
her, as the first step. You can deal with us, also,

whi chever is npbst convenient to you.
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MR SAM COLLINS: I'mnot sure | understand the
nmessage. Should we have billed for the ACRS, in that
manner ?

MR, DEMBECK: It depends on -- 1'd have to | ook
into what ACRS s role was.

MR, SAM COLLINS: ACRS is voluntary. They set
their own agenda.

MR, DEMBECK: Correct. M gut feeling is they
shoul dn't be.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Right.

MR DEMBECK: But, |I'd have to see -- |'d have to
see why NRR gave them -- what the charge is here. |'m not
sure why we did that.

MR, SAM COLLINS: GCkay. | think we have to go
careful with sone of the initiatives we have internally that
are optional. | nean, there were normal processes, clearly.
That's part of overhead. But, when sone of the processes
are optional, | think we have to understand sone nanner of
discipline. W're learning this all the tine of how we deal
with those; so, clearly, put those on our plate, because
some of them may be transparent to us, until they cone in
front.

MR, LIBERATORI: That's fine. W appreciate the
opportunity.

MR, DRAKE: Feedback on your neeting, | don't
think it was publicly noticed that sane way it typically
was. | think the way it was publicly noticed, it kind of
buried a little bit. And the other thing, it conflicted

with the water reactor safety neeting, which was the exact
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same week, the exact sane day. So, you had people that --

MR, SHERON: My question is do you think another
wor kshop, you know, that was, say, better noticed and a
little nore, would that be worthwhile for you to have?

MR DRAKE: Yeah

MR SHERON. All right. Let nme take an action. |
will talk with our Division of Engineering, which sponsored
it, and what | nay ask themto do would be to contact a | ot
of the stakeholders and to see if they could conme up with
maybe a mutual date and have another workshop on that.
Because, | think we're a little concerned that we didn't
have enough people there and we don't want to go forward
with this programand all of a sudden get a flood of letters
says, you know, what are you guys doi ng.

Anot her item| had was that -- and Sam said, you
know, we're starting with our work planning center, and one
of the things we're doing is, in our budgeting process, is
we' re becoming very well -- | won't say "very," but nore
sophi sti cated, okay, in the sense that we project a nunber
of licensing actions that we will receive in the course of
the year. And we set our goals and we have | abor rates and
everything. W can, basically, go back and historically
| ook and say, how nany staff hours does it take to process a
licensing action. Depending upon, for exanple, its
conplexity, there can be easy ones, average ones, hard ones,
and each one has a various |abor rate.

And one of the things we just acconplished in the
past fiscal year was we actually net our goal of processing

over 1,700 -- 1,670 licensing actions. |It's a fair anount
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and we're getting out backlog down. But, as we do our
pl anni ng process, one of the things we've done is we've sent
out a letter in May -- | believe you all got one -- which
really asked, on a voluntary basis, if you could project how
many |icensing actions each utility plans to subnmit in the
com ng year and the comng two years, | believe it is.

The reason is that hel ps us in our planning, okay.
And | just got sone feedback fromthe staff, to find out
where we were with that. And it was sort of a mixed
reaction, where sone utilities were fairly responsive;
others, it was like, we don't know. And | think once we got
beyond one year, it was anybody's guess. And that may very
wel | be the case, okay; but, | would just kind of put out
that it's inportant to us for our planning and our
budgeti ng, okay, because what | worry about is that if we
don't have accurate estimates coming in fromthe |icensees,
then we just have to take sort of a rule of thunmb and say,
well, this is what we think it's going to be, based on a
nunber of factors, okay.

And | was worried that, for exanple, you know, if
we -- for exanple, this year, | think we're budgeting 1, 500.
You know, and if | see, you know, 2,000 cone in, okay, |
don't have the resources. And | don't want |icensees to
cone in and start screanm ng and sayi ng, you know, we're off
getting our |icensing actions processed, because Sam sai d,
you know, we've got license renewal. W' ve got to |ook for
resources for that. You know, so it's very tight budgeting,
you know, to the point where we're down to one or two FTE

al nost.
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MR, BAILEY: Did you request that infornmation from
the Omers Group or only to utilities?

MR SHERON: To utilities. It went out to each
utility and it basically -- it goes out -- we try and send a
letter out every May, with sonething |ike a 60-day response
time, and that way it helps us in our next year budget. |'m
only bringing it up, because to enphasize the inportance in
our process, okay. And | think in the long run, it helps
you, okay, because, then, we know better what we can -- what
services we can provide in our schedul e.

MR WALSH It's Larry Wal sh speaking. One of the
conplications we're having in this issue is the deregul ation
process, causing financial partner changes, which force
i cense anendnments because of the financial situation. |
know our |icensing manager, about 75 percent of his work is
tied up with new owners, just putting themon the docket as

bei ng owners. And the technical work is beginning to slip

backwar ds, because we don't have -- the project manager j ust
can't handle the interface. It's just so many things going
on.

MR SHERON: That's one of the areas. |'mnot too

sure that we're all going to be subject to deregul ation

MR SAM COLLINS: It's a different kind of work
| oad.

MR SHERON:  Yeah.

MR, LIBERATORI: But, |I'd be glad to carry the
nmessage back. And indirectly, it, also, affects our
col l ective WOG progress, as well.

MR, SHERON. | recognize you can't predict
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everything; but to the extent that you can really give us
some nore -- you know, the nobst accurate estimte you can, |
t hi nk hel ps bot h organi zations, both industry, as well as
the NRC, in the long term

MR, SAM COLLINS: W're going to talk a little bit
about this at the regulatory information conference, when we
tal k about our licensing issues that John Zwolinski is
focusing on. But, we're going down the path of neasuring
t hese products and, of course, nmaintain safety is always
first. But, after that, we nmay very well ask the industry
to provide for outconme neasures with these subnmittals, you
know, what is the reduction of burden; what is the schedule
for efficiency and effectiveness for the NRC to operate
with; is there stakehol der involvenent -- those such of
t hi ngs.

And, you know, | think there's a forumto discuss
that. And as a business, having elimnated the najority of
t he backl og and being on a four-and-a-half to five-nonth
turnaround average now, | believe that there's a role,
whet her it's at the CEO or the operating officer, the
i cense manager operator level, to say, you know, what is --
what are ny expectations when | subnit this |icensing
anendnent; is the |licensing departnment neasuring these the
same way the NRC is nmeasuring these. Mintain safety is a
given. But, are we prioritizing our submittals to the NRC
based on sonme common understandi ng, how the NRC prioritizes
its work. We need to discuss that. But, | think there is
room everything else being equal, to maintain safety to be

predoni nant for | ooking at how nuch burden will this reduce
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and you want us to work on this nuch burden reduction or
this much burden reduction, and is that being focused on --
by the licensees, in the same way it's been focused on by
the NRC

MR, SHERON. The last item| just had was on the
weat her related NOADs. This is sort of ny reaction from
| ast summer. Ganted, we had kind of a strange sumer with
t he heat and everything, but were very concerned about, you
know, the fact that the grid was really being stretched and
we were concerned that, you know, plants were going to cone
inwith NOADs. W had staff standing by. W have sone of
our projects people, it think, with beepers on and the like.

My question, when it all kind of settled down,
was, gee, you know, when | | ook at the NOADs that cone in --
you know, our |ake level is two feet bel ow where it's
supposed to be in our tech spec or the ultinate heat sink
tenperature went two degrees above where it was supposed to
be and the like, and, typically, they conme in and there's
al ways an argunent as to why the plant is still safe -- and
so | ask the staff, | said, well, gee, if the plant is stil
safe, why are we yanki ng everybody's chain, not only the
icensees, but the staff, having people conme in on weekends
and everything?l And in our leisure, in the off season you
m ght say, you know, can't we request changes to tech specs,
such that we don't get into this business; that we know that
the plant is safe, even though that ultinmate heat sink went
up three degrees? Can't we subnit a tech spec change?

And then nmaybe it's risk based, okay. | nean, |

understand that you nay not be able to do a cal culation, for




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

—a=z

79
exanpl e, you know, that shows if everything is in its worst
condition, that you can still neet sone |icensing grace.

But, you know, in this risk-based, you know, environnent
that we're really advocating, it may be possible to show
froma risk standpoint that you can go there, okay, because
ot her parameters nay not be at sone worse condition, al
right. But the whole idea was -- is to try and anticipate
where we think these weat her related NOADs nmay go, you know,
and let's see what we can do to change the |icenses, so that
we don't get into this crisis node that we get into in the
m ddl e of the summrer and, you know, on Friday night, you
know, on July 4th, or sonething and the like.

So, I've kind of been asking the industry to take
a look at that and see is there's sonething we can do, you
know, to save, you know, fromus going into the crisis node
from both sides.

MR, LIBERATORI: W can certainly do that. M
personal recollection was we were there in the late '80s --
I"'mtrying to renenber -- | think it was 1988, we had a very
hot summer and a lot of utilities were in exactly that
position then. And I know nmany of them m ne being one,
goi ng back and reanalyzed in the off season, the ultimte
heat sink increases and put those in place. Now, | know,
personal ly, we haven't challenged the newlinit we
established. But, if other utilities are starting to
chal | enge where they went, based on the |last '80s, then
certainly they should look at it again. |I'mjust not in a
position to say right now, but we certainly can bring that

nessage back. You know, we nay be there; we nmay be
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chal | engi ng what we t hought was enough roomthen

MR, SHERON. Plus, | see with the deregul at ed
environnent, in the sense that | think that the reserves are
goi ng way down and the like, so there's going to be a I ot of
pressure to keep plants on line during these hot nonths and
everyt hi ng.

MR, LI BERATORI: Typically, what will happen, too
is that, you know, dependi ng on where you are, it may change
with the tide, so, you know, you are in nonconpliance and
then six hours later, you're in conpliance. But, in the
nmeantinme, you're taking action, because you are out of
conpliance, and by the tine you've done that, you're back in
conpliance again. So, you can cycle the plant, as well.

MR, SHERON. So, |'mjust saying is, you know, |I'm
| ooking at this as sonething that nmay not go away, okay,
and, therefore, maybe we should start to think about how we
can address it, so we don't get into these last mnute
efforts in the mddle of the sunmmer. That's all | have.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Maybe we can go around the table
and see if there are any other issues. Steve?

MR DEMBECK: No. |i have no nore issues.

MR TIM COLLINS: No nore.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Any staff -- NRC staff issues?

[ No response.]

MR, SAM COLLINS: Should we go over the itens we
have?

MR, DRAKE: W tal ked about your resource
pl anni ng.

MR, SAM COLLINS:. Yes.
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MR DRAKE: | believe we had tal ked about, when we
submtted topical reports fromthe industry that were -- |
thi nk you used the word "foundation-based issues,"” where --
you know, |ike our break open, it really doesn't need a | ead
plant. It |ooks at the foundation of the break opening.

And is the resource planning process going to include sone
allocation to deal with these foundation issues?

MR, SAM COLLINS: They are prioritized. W
determ ne them when we go through the rack up. Were they
stack up against the plant specific kind of depends on the
priorities. But, clearly, | think you budget so nany
generic topical reviews per year.

MR, SHERON: Yeah. And, again, as part of the

pl anni ng process -- and it nmay be even worthwhile -- | don't
think we sent letters out to the Omers Goups. | think we
sent out letters to the individual utilities. It maybe

wort hwhi | e when we send out letters, to send themout to the
Owners Group and ask to get a feel for what topicals, just
like, you know, are coming in. Because, we budget for so
many topicals and if we see nore than what we budgeted for
t hen, obviously we get the backlog and then we put them on
your |ist.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ask you to prioritize them too
woul d be an input to that.

MR SHERON:  Yeah.

MR, BAILEY: W tried to do that, as part of this
neeting for the next year, but we haven't gone two years
out, | don't think, yet, and nmaybe we need to do sone of the

wor k there.
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MR, SAM COLLINS: Yeah. Good. And, again, if it
appears like there's a difference of view or sensitivity,
then that's what these neetings are for.

Let nme see, who has been keepi ng score? Steve,
you' ve been doing that?

MR BLOOM | was trying. It didn't seemlike it
really -- the only one I found really was the one on d-23
and WCAP. W have to figure how we're going to handl e that
one in the future; how we're going to reopen that, take it
out of the hole. And | guess in doing so, we have to cone
back with what they would want as a realistic goal; when
their SC woul d be one SC;, how short term long termwe want
it, since it has been one of those that hasn't really had a
due date for a while.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay, | have a few here.

MR, DEMBECK: Check on the charges related to the
ACRS.

MR, BLOOM Right.

MR, DRAKE: Brian is going to talk to Research
about 60 days.

MR, DEMBECK: Right.

MR, SHERON: And then we still got the 1QU on the
contai nnent sunp issue, with regard to your -- | think that
was your action, actually.

MR BAILEY: On the GDC-4 issue and whet her we
wanted to ask for a rule change, that's in our court, to
cone back and nmake a proposal, if that's what we think we
want .

MR, SHERON: But, | think the other question was,
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is that you had to conmment that the NRC research program
t hat does not adequately --

MR BAILEY: Right.

MR, SHERON. -- address PWR to regeneration

MR BAILEY: Right.

MR, DEMBECK: And | think Rob said he was going to
research that.

MR, JACOBS: That's in witing already.

MR BLOOM Right. So, Rob said he had to | ook at
your letter and see howto respond to that. So, he had to
go Research about getting a copy of that letter

MR, DRAKE: W do have an action to get back to
you on the license renewal topical reports.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Right.

MR, LOUNSBURY: | did talk to John Craig. | have
been following this for the WOG and one of the concerns
that | have, and |'ve expressed this to John, was not only
did the 105.41, the WCAP, there's a |ot of other issues out
there relating to station blackout, plant specific
conmmitnments, and other regulations that was waiting for this
thing to close. The question that | posed is, like, how are
you going to nake sure that you're going to close the |oop
on all of these other things that were linked to this
closure? They're not really sure what is really linked to
that closure. | nean, just -- you foll ow what |'m saying?
Just closing GSI-23 is that you' ve got them off the books.
There's a lot of conmitnents and a | ot of regul ati ons out
there waiting for this thing to close. | don't think they

have a very good accountability about what's involved after
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the cl ose.

MR, BLOOM Are you tal king about other --

MR, LOUNSBURY: No, I'mnot tal king about -- I'm
tal ki ng about other regul ations, other plant specific
conmitnents that were waiting for GSI-23 closure, before
they do things in station blackouts, etc.

MR, TIMCOLLINS: Station blackout is explicitly
addressed in the GSA-23 closure. Now, as far as other
conmitnments, | don't know if there are other generic --
there are other specific regulations that have a hook on
GSl-23. Station blackout clearly had a hook on it, you
know. But, | don't know of other regulations, as a whole,
that have a hook on GSI-23.

MR, SHERON. Are you -- let ne ask a question:
are you famliar with any of these?

MR, LOUNSBURY: The ones that | was -- obviously,
the station blackout. The other one was plant -- there nay
be plant specific commtnents that were waiting for GSI-23
closure; that they had to take sone sort of action or not
action. And |I'mnot aware of any others, but | just really
ask the questions.

MR, SHERON. But the closure of 23, okay,
basically says there is no plant specific actions or generic
action. | nmean, we already said there was no generic action
required. The closure, basically, says there is no plant
specific action that is being inplenented, at this tine,
based on the closure. So, | nean, fromthe standpoint that
there are sone plants that have, you know, an open itemthat

says |'ve got to do sonething dependi ng upon, they don't
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have to do anything. That's what | would -- that's how I
would interpret it. Don't call us; we'll call you.

MR, LOUNSBURY: But the point being is that there
were a lot of things that they -- this is early on in the
di scussion, back in July, we started -- we were approached
by the NRC about hel ping them close GSI-23. There were
certain things that surfaced that was nore linked to this,
than just closing GSI-23.

MR, SHERON: But part of the closure, though,
there's a followup action plan after the generic issue is
closed, but the Ofice of Research is continuing to do sone
pl ant specific studies. Because, as part of the closure,

t hey had done sone clarification of risk-related and sone
ot her sequences, aside from station bl ackout --

MR, LOUNSBURY: Right.

MR, SHERON. -- | oss of conponent cooling water.
And as a result of those anal yses, the risks that they were
cal cul ati ng were hi gh enough to consider that we needed to
| ook at maybe sonme plant specific situations, to see if
there was a need for action. But, there is no specific
actions called out with the closeout of GSI-23, other than
to pursue sone plant specific studies.

MR TIMCOLLINS: Right. Wll, related with
GSl -23 closures is also GSI-9 and GSI - 65.

MR, SHERON. Ckay. |'ve drawn a blank on what 9
and 65 do.

MR TIMCOLLINS: Sixty-five specifically is the

conponent cooling water.

MR, SHERON. Ckay. Component cooling water, there
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are follow up studi es being done on conponent cooling water
as far as -- the generic 23 is being closed and there's sone
specific plans, which will be analysis for plant specific
vul nerabilities, relative to conponent cooling water. Ckay,
so that's 65 -- that was 65 or 90

kay. And what is nine?

MR TIMCOLLINS: | can't renenber off the top of
nmy head.

MR LIBERATORI: | think the individual utilities
coul d deal with that.

MR, SAM COLLINS: | think what we may need to do a

sweep of the WSP system to see if there's any pending

actions. But, clearly, | think in the way we di sposition
too, once we get through ACRS conments and all. As Brian
i ndi cated, we'll send a nessage of whether we have further

expectations for plant specific actions. So, we just need
to take it under advisenment on how we conmuni cat e.

MR, BAILEY: Sam going back to the action item
for the license renewal topicals, we have an action to --
after our neeting next week, to get to you with the dates we
need. But, | think as a joint action, we need to finalize
firmdates for issuing those topicals together

MR, SAM COLLINS: | agree with that. Yeah, |
think that's predicated on the needs for Turkey Point. But,
there nay be a specific neeting between the driver, which
think is going to be Turkey Point in this case, and the
Iicense renewal staff to go over the schedule and then we'll
adj ust that.

W had -- we just tal ked about the WCAP on the SER
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and the WCAP on RCPs, contai nment sunp, risk-inforned
approach guidance. | think we tal ked through that, right?

MR TIMCOLLINS: Right.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Al right. LOCA analysis, |
think we're | ooking at a neeting early 2000 to review the
status. |Is that what | heard?

VMR BAILEY: Yes.

MR, SAM COLLINS: The next action: AOV industry
initiative, |I think we tal ked about industry initiative
versus commitnent on that. And is that tied up in the --
how you take credit for industry initiatives? Are we that
far along yet, do you know?

MR, SHERON:. For sone reason, this -- | thought
the AOV was strictly an industry initiative. | nean, we

didn't have -- this was not sonething that | think the NRC

MR, BAILEY: Well, fromour perspective,
initially, the NRC was |ooking at or thinking it nay be a
generic issue.

MR SHERON:. Well, that was the AEQD studies on

MR, BAILEY: So, we took the initiative to try to
get out in front of that.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Right. And then there was the
gui dance that canme through NEI, that NEI was going to give
to the industry and I NPO weighed in there a little bit. W
i ndi cated that we had comments on that gui dance.

MR SHERON: W sent those conmments out.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Right. And so now, we need to
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get with Tom Scar borough and understand how we're going to
reconcile the industry initiative versus the NRC coments.
And are we still confortable with the industry just
proceeding with their initiative? That, | think, is the
i ssue | took.

MR SHERON:  Yeah.

MR, SAM COLLINS: GCkay. And we tal ked about the

addi ti onal workshop on voluntary industry initiatives.

MR, DRAKE: | guess the understanding is -- the
term"industry initiatives," in your context of voluntary
versus how we're using it, we don't -- | mean, the AQV

program docunent is a gui dance docunent to our nenbers, to
use as they see fit. |It's not a voluntary initiative that
we're saying to the industry, we're doing this. W provided
them a reference docunent to use as they see fit.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Right.

MR, DRAKE: So, we don't see it falling into how
-- into your voluntary initiative bin, at |least from our
perspective. You have to put it in that bin.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Well, | understand and your
point is correct fromwhere you sit. Fromwhere we sit, we
say, what is the industry doing. Well, if they're follow ng
West i nghouse Omers G oup gui dance or | NPO gui dance - -
there's a lot of ways to get to the neans to an end --- then
the staff has to understand that that gui dance docunent
that's being used, whether it's an Omers G oups docunent
nor not, provides sufficient basis for the staff not to take
generic action. That's kind of how they cross over | guess.

Is that right, Brian?
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MR SHERON:  Uh- huh.

MR SAM COLLINS: As | see it.

MR BAILEY: Yeah, that was kind of the conment |
made early on, is what were your expectations on what you
t hought the industry was doing with the docunment versus what
we' re doi ng or not doing.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Right.

MR, BAILEY: That, | think, is the open end item
right here on AOVs, because |I'mnot sure we've gone far
enough to -- for you to decide to know exactly where we're
goi ng yet.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Right. GCkay. Any other topics?
Lou? Jack?

[ No response.]

MR, SAM COLLINS: Al right. Did we get to where
we needed to go?

MR, BAILEY: Yeah, that was a good discussion on a
nunber of itemns.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Ckay. Very good. That closes
t he neeting, then?

MR, BLOOM That closes the neeting. Thank you,
very nuch.

MR, SAM COLLINS: Thank you

[ Wher eupon, at 11:21 a.m, the neeting was

concl uded. ]
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